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INTRODUCTION 
WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 

 This Water Management Plan (Plan) was prepared to comply with and satisfy the “Criteria for 

Evaluating Water Conservation Plans” (Criteria).  These Criteria were developed by the United States 

Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) in response to the Central Valley Project Improvement Act of 1992 

(CVPIA) and updated in 2008. 

 The Criteria identified items that have and will be evaluated in the 5-year updates of Water 

Management Plans prepared by districts in the Mid-Pacific Region.  These Criteria were required by 

Public Law 102-575 Section 3405(e).  This section of law also requires that all existing Water 

Management Plans be reviewed for adequacy.   

 Dennis R. Keller/James H. Wegley, Consulting Engineers, assisted Hills Valley Irrigation District 

in the preparation of this 5-year update of their Plan. 
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Section 1:  Description of the District 
 
District Name:  Hills Valley Irrigation District        

Contact Name:  Dennis R. Keller      

Title:   Engineer-Manager     

Telephone:  (559) 732-7938       

E-mail:   kelweg1@aol.com      

Web Address          

 
A. History 
 
1.  Date district formed:   1948     Date of first Reclamation contract:    1976  
Original size (acres):         5,152     Current year (last complete calendar year):  2009  
 
 The Hills Valley Irrigation District (District) lies on the upper fringe of the San Joaquin 

Valley (See Plate 1).  During the early years of the development of the area, ranchers, a few 

miners and lumbermen passed through the area, but because of the lack of resources, especially 

water, there were no developed settlements.  The lands were used primarily for the grazing of 

livestock and occasionally for the production of dry farmed grains.  In the 1950's, with the 

development of more sophisticated well drilling techniques and irrigation systems, the lands 

began to be developed for irrigation.  This irrigated area was increased when limited surface 

water supplies became available through the Cross Valley Exchange Program and temporary 

Friant Division, CVP water purchases. 

 The District was initially formed in 1948 and, since that time, the land use has been 

transformed to a highly developed irrigated agricultural area comprised of permanent plantings, 

primarily citrus in nature. 

 The District started receiving federal water in October of 1969 when it entered into a 

short-term water service contract with the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation.  The contract made 

federal water available to the District only in those years in which surplus Project water from 
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Millerton Reservoir existed, which was when more than the obligated amount to the Friant 

Division, CVP long-term contractors was available. 

 In May of 1976, the District entered into a long-term water service contract with the U.S. 

Bureau of Reclamation.  The contract was for federal water through the Delta Division of the 

Central Valley Project and formed the basis for an exchange agreement with the Arvin-Edison 

Water Storage District (AEWSD), the agreement provided for an exchange of contract water 

between the two districts using the Friant-Kern and the Cross Valley Canals. 

 The contract provided for a maximum of 2,146 acre-feet to be transported annually 

through the State Water Project facilities (San Luis Unit/California Aqueduct) to the Cross 

Valley Canal.  AEWSD would take delivery of District water from the Cross Valley Canal and 

the District would take delivery of AEWSD water from the Friant-Kern Canal. 

 An amendatory contract was subsequently negotiated with the Bureau of Reclamation to 

increase the water supply allocation to 3,346 acre-feet annually, an increase of 1,200 acre-feet.  

The contract amendment was executed in October, 1987.  This contract has since been renewed 

on an interim basis awaiting the certification of the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 

on the CVPIA. 

 A short-term transfer contract was negotiated with Kern-Tulare Water District.  This 

contract was executed in November of 1984 and provided for an annual water supply of 1,400 

acre-feet.  This agreement terminated in 1995. 

 In June of 1993, Atwell Island Water District, along with the District, entered into a 

supplemental contract for Cross Valley Canal water with the County of Tulare.  Both districts 

acquired an additional 954 acre-feet of surface water supply and the District has since acquired 
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all but 50 acre-feet annually of the water supply previously allocated to the Atwell Island Water 

District. 

 Surface water is delivered by the District to lands within two (2) improvement districts 

(See Attachment A).  Improvement District No. 1 covers 1,277 gross acres, Improvement 

District No. 2 contains 2,585 gross acres and the remaining 452 acres within the District are 

outside of any improvement district.  The majority of the holdings are of 120 acres or less and 

there are 34 different landowners within the District.  There are approximately fourteen 

residential dwellings within the District boundaries. 

2. Current size, population, and irrigated acres 
 
 (enter data year) 
Size (acres) 4,314 
Population served 0 
Irrigated acres 3,560 

 
3. Water supplies received in current year 
 

Water Source AF 
Federal urban water (Tbl 1)  
Federal agricultural water (Tbl 1) 5,352 
State water (Tbl 1)  
Other Wholesaler (define) (Tbl 1)  
Local surface water (Tbl 1)  
Upslope drain water (Tbl 1)  
District ground water (Tbl 2)  
Banked water (Tbl 1)  
Transferred water (Tbl 6)  
Recycled water (Tbl 3)  
Other (see below) (Tbl 1) 500 

Total 5,852 
 
 “Other” District water is defined as delivered non-Project water made available through 

an exchange between one specific District landowner and the Ivanhoe Irrigation District.  The 

District accounts for this water within their delivery quantities, however, the “other” water that is 
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delivered through the District’s distribution system is to lands currently ineligible to receive 

Project water.   

 
4. Annual entitlement under each right and/or contract 
 

 AF Source Contract # Availability 
period(s) 

Reclamation Urban AF/Y     
Reclamation Agriculture 
AF/Y 

6,304 Cross Valley 
Canal – CVP 

14-06-200-8446A-IR13 
and Tulare County 

Year round 

Other AF/Y     
Other AF/Y     

 
5. Anticipated land-use changes 
 
None.  
 
6. Cropping patterns (Agricultural only) 
 
List of current crops (crops with 5% or less of total acreage) can be combined in the ‘Other’ 

category. 
Original Plan (1998) Previous Plan (2003) Current Plan  

Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres 
Citrus 2,444 Oranges 2,069 Oranges/Tangerines 2,718 
Grapes 494 Prunes & Plums 312 Prunes & Plums 379 
  Table Grapes 176   
      
      
      
      
      
Other (<5%) 415 Other (<5%) 251 Other (<5%) 401 

Total 3,353 Total 2,808 Total 3,498 
(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix A for list of crop names) 
 
 The total acreage of 3,498, listed in the table above, is the current cropped portion of the 

total irrigated acres (3,560) listed in Section 1.A.2.  The remaining 62 acres were idle/fallow 

during the current year. 
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7. Major irrigation methods (by acreage) (Agricultural only) 
 

Original Plan (1998) Previous Plan (2003) Current Plan  
Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres 
Not Listed  Trickle/Surface 2,151 Micro Sprinkler 3,341 
  Trickle/Spray 240 Graded Surface 117 
 

 
Graded Surface 
(1/2 mile) 260 Irrigated Pasture 40 

      
      
      
Other  Other 157 Other  

Total  Total 2,808 Total 3,498 
(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix A for list of irrigation system types) 
 
 The total acreage of 3,498, listed in the table above, is the current cropped portion of the 

total irrigated acres (3,560) listed in Section 1.A.2.  The remaining 62 acres were idle/fallow 

during the current year (See Plate 2 for District Applied Irrigation Water Supply Methods Map). 

B. Location and Facilities 
 
 See Attachment A for points of delivery, turnouts (internal flow), and outflow (spill) 

points, measurement locations, conveyance system, storage facilities, operational loss recovery 

system, wells, and water quality monitoring locations 

 
1. Incoming flow locations and measurement methods 
 

Location Name Physical Location Type of Measurement 
Device 

Accuracy 

Friant-Kern Canal FKC Mile Post 41.156 Propeller Meters ±2% 
    
    

 
2. Current year Agricultural Conveyance System 
 

Miles Unlined - Canal Miles Lined - Canal Miles Piped Miles - Other 
None None 11.4 None 
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3. Current year Urban Distribution System 
 

Miles AC Pipe Miles Steel Pipe Miles Cast Iron Pipe Miles - Other 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
4. Storage facilities (tanks, reservoirs, regulating reservoirs) 
 

Name Type Capacity (AF) Distribution or Spill 
ID #1 Basin Regulating 15 Distribution 
Anchor Reservoir Regulating 1.6 Distribution 
American Reservoir Regulating 6.1 Distribution 

 
5. Outflow locations and measurement methods (Agricultural only) 
Provide this information in Section 2 F. 
 
6. Description of the agricultural spill recovery system 
 
None. 
 
7. Agricultural delivery system operation (check all that apply) 
 

On-demand Scheduled Rotation Other (describe) 
    

 
8. Restrictions on water source(s) 
 

Source Restriction Cause of Restriction Effect on Operations 
USBR CVC in-delta declaration 

and ability to move water 
south of the delta 

delta pumping  Increase in private 
groundwater pumping in 
addition to increased 
purchases from other FKC 
Contractors  

    
 
 
9. Proposed changes or additions to facilities and operations for the next 5 years 
 
 The District is planning to purchase and install a traveling water screen at the District’s 

Friant-Kern Canal turnout in order to address ongoing milfoil issues that continue to cause 

disruptions in deliveries to District growers.     
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C. Topography and Soils 
 
1. Topography of the district and its impact on water operations and management 
 
 The lands in the Hills Valley Irrigation District area are on gently rolling hills transected 

by several intermittent streams that have developed small alluvial fans.  Some of the area is on 

colluvial material that slid down from steeper slopes.  The area is generally bounded by hills that 

rise steeply from the valley floor.  The lands range in elevation from a high of approximately 900 

feet down to about 500 feet.  The slopes vary from about 30 to less than 1 percent. 

2. District soil association map (Agricultural only) 
 
See Attachment B, District Soils Map 
 
 The soils in the District area are typical of those found along the eastern edge of the San 

Joaquin Valley.  They are usually of limited depth and overlie a dense subsurface soil.  This 

subsurface material may be a highly compacted and very dense soil or a decomposed granite 

material.  Due to the shallow amount of soil over the impermeable subsoil, the material must be 

ripped prior to the planting of trees.  Ripping of the soil breaks up this barrier and improves 

drainage.  Granite is also prevalent in the area at very shallow depths with rock outcroppings 

being visible at the surface in many locations. 

 The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has prepared a land classification report for a portion of 

the District.  This report was completed in 1982 and updated in 1992.  From the 1982 report the 

Bureau determined the following acreage for each land class: 

 Class 1 1,109 acres 
 Class 2 799 acres 
 Class 3 349 acres 
 Class 4 156 acres 
 Class 6 1,649 acres 
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 The total acreage listed in the Bureau report differ from that shown above, since the 

Bureau's analysis consisted of lands within both the Tri-Valley Water District and the District. 

 The soil survey for the District is included in the Soil Survey of Eastern Fresno Area, 

California, issued October, 1971, by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 

Service.  The Eastern Fresno Area consists of three main physiographic sections.  These are Soils 

of the Valley Basin, Soils of the Eastside Valley Alluvial Plains and Soils of the Uplands of the 

Sierra Nevada Foothills.  The District area does not contain soils consistent with the Soils of the 

Valley Basin region.  The location and distribution of each of the specific soil series is shown on 

Attachment B. 

 Representative soils of the Eastside Valley Alluvial Plains within the District include 

Hanford, Greenfield and San Joaquin.  The Hanford soils are recent alluvial deposits which are 

extensive and distributed throughout the Eastside Valley Alluvial Plains.  They are excessively 

drained to somewhat poorly drained soils of recent alluvial fans and flood plains.  The soils of 

this association are on benches in river valleys and on flood plains of minor streams.  They 

formed in recent alluvium derived mainly from granitic rock. 

 Hanford soils are deep, permeable, light brown or pale brown and are neutral in reaction.  

They range from coarse sandy loam to fine sandy loam in texture.  In places, Hanford soils are 

underlain by loose gravel, by a sandy substratum, or by an older soil at a depth of more than 30 

inches.  The Hanford soils are well suited to irrigated alfalfa, cotton, field corn, table grapes, 

wine grapes, raisin grapes, peaches and plums. 

 Greenfield soils in this association are on young alluvial plains formed by deposits from 

small streams that drained the Sierra Nevada foothills.  Others are on wind-lain material blown 
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from the sandier alluvial areas and from dry channels by prevailing northwesterly winds.  They 

are formed on stratified alluvial material. 

 Greenfield soils are brown to pale brown, generally are neutral in reaction and have a 

sandy loam surface layer.  The subsoil is brown or yellowish-brown, slightly finer textured and 

slightly more compact material than that in the surface layer.  In some places soils are deep, but 

in large areas they are moderately deep over compact, weakly cemented, slowly permeable, 

sandy material. 

 San Joaquin soils in this association have a hardpan that is cemented with iron and silica.  

The hardpan occurs at a depth of 12 to 48 inches and is impermeable to roots and water.  If the 

hardpan is not broken, the soils are waterlogged, both in wet years and when over-irrigated.  In 

dry years, crops are likely to be damaged by drought.  Soils in this association formed in material 

from old granite alluvium. 

 The San Joaquin soils have a surface layer of brown to reddish-brown, slightly acid to 

medium acid loam to sandy loam.  They have a thin clay subsoil, about 8 inches thick, that rests 

abruptly on a cemented hardpan at a depth of 18 to 36 inches.  The hardpan is 6 to 24 inches 

thick and overlies sandy or silty material. 

 A minor soil of this association is the Cometa.  The Cometa soils occupy naturally 

eroded, hilly to undulating borders of the terraces.   

 Soils in this association that are not irrigated have been used for dry farmed barley.  After 

deep ripping the hardpan and leveling the surface, the soils are suited to cotton, grain sorghum, 

sugar beets, orchard crops and vineyards.  The soils near the foothills are in groves of citrus.  

Good to very good irrigated pastures have also been developed. 



 

1-12 
 

 Representative soils of the Soils of the Uplands of the Sierra Nevada Foothills within the 

District include Vista and Fallbrook soils.  Soils of this association have formed mainly from 

granitic rock, principally quartz diorite.  They vary in content of iron bearing minerals.  The 

topography ranges from rolling to hilly areas that have some outcrops of rock to steep, rocky 

areas. 

 The Vista soils have a surface layer of pale-brown, neutral to slightly acid course sandy 

loam that is massive and hard when dry.  The subsoil is weakly developed.  It consists of brown 

to pale-brown, slightly acid coarse sandy loam that is massive or has weak structure when dry 

and grades abruptly to weathered parent rock.  Depth to weathered parent rock ranges from 1 to 3 

feet. 

 The Fallbrook soils generally are somewhat deeper, are redder in color and have a more 

strongly developed subsoil than the Vista soils.  The surface layer is similar to that of the Vista 

soils, but it is brown in color and in places is sandy loam.  The subsoil is reddish brown, blocky 

sandy clay loam or clay loam that is neutral to slightly acid.  It is underlain by weathered parent 

rock that generally contains more dark-colored, iron bearing minerals than the material from 

which Vista soils formed.  A minor soil of this association is the Vista soil.  The Vista soils are 

on alluvium in narrow, small stream valleys. 

 The soils in this association are used mainly for range.  Forage yields are good in years of 

favorable moisture and poor years of unfavorable moisture.  Citrus is grown in areas where 

irrigation water is available and where the frost hazard is low. 
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3. Agricultural limitations resulting from soil problems (Agricultural only) 
 

Soil Problem Estimated Acres Effect on Water Operations and Management 
Salinity None  
High-water table None  
High or low infiltration rates None  
Other (define) None  

 
D. Climate 
 
1. General climate of the district service area 
 
 The climate of the District is typical of the San Joaquin Valley, being semiarid and 

characterized by mild winters and hot, dry summers.  Mean annual temperature at Visalia is 62.5 

degrees Fahrenheit.  This station is approximately 24 miles south of the District area.  The 

average annual minimum and maximum temperatures are 47.0 and 75.9 degrees, respectively. 

The average yearly rainfall for the District area is 11.03 inches, based on records 

published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for the recording station in 

Visalia.  Rain falls principally during the period December to April. 

 Many of the crops in this area are crops that are particularly sensitive to frost.  The most 

favored areas for citrus and other frost-sensitive crops are the tops and slopes of some of the 

foothills where there is better air drainage.  The area is in a thermal belt, but there are cold areas 

in some of the low lands and depressions.   

The climatological normals for the District area presented in the preceding tables were 

obtained from the California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) station 

number 142 at Orange Cove, for the 10-year period of 2001-2010, inclusive.  The climatological 

extremes for the District area were obtained from the CIMIS station number 142 at Orange Cove, 

for the period of 2001-2010, inclusive. 
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 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 
Avg Precip. 1.70 1.94 1.31 1.39 0.57 0.09 0.16 0.09 0.09 0.58 0.72 2.64 11.26 
Avg Temp. 45.1 49.3 54.2 58.0 68.5 76.3 81.9 78.8 73.2 62.5 52.2 45.8 62.1 
Max. Temp. 56.0 61.4 67.8 71.3 83.0 90.4 97.2 94.8 89.6 77.5 65.5 56.3 75.9 
Min. Temp 35.5 37.9 40.2 42.8 49.8 55.7 62.7 60.0 55.3 47.9 40.3 36.2 47.0 
ETo 1.19 3.44 3.64 4.87 7.46 8.61 9.00 8.01 6.02 3.71 1.85 1.07 4.91 

 
Weather station ID  CIMIS #142    Data period: Year   2001  to Year  2010   

 
Average wind velocity   3.9 mph               Average annual frost-free days:   260  

 
2. Impact of microclimates on water management within the service area 
  
 Demand exists for water during the winter months for frost protection purposes.  This 

demand is independent of the evapotranspiration demand. 

E. Natural and Cultural Resources 
 
1. Natural resource areas within the service area 
 

Name Estimated Acres Description 
None None  
   

 
2. Description of district management of these resources in the past or present 
 
Not Applicable 
 
3. Recreational and/or cultural resources areas within the service area 
 

Name Estimated Acres Description 
None None  
   

 
F. Operating Rules and Regulations 
 
1. Operating rules and regulations 
 
See Attachment C, District Rules and Regulations (water related) 
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2. Water allocation policy (Agricultural only) 
 
 When the demand for water is greater than the available supply, water other than 

assigned supplies shall be distributed equitably among those who have an entitlement allocation 

and have filed an application in accordance with paragraph 1 by the following method:  

California State Water Code Section 22250 which reads in part as follows:  “All water 

distributed by districts for irrigation purposes shall be apportioned ratably to each landowner 

upon the basis of the ratio which the last assessment against his land for district purposes bears to 

the whole sum assessed in the district for district purposes. 

3. Official and actual lead times necessary for water orders and shut-off (Agricultural only) 
 
 Orders for turn on, turn off, increase or decrease of water shall be made before 9:00 A.M. 

on the day before the change is required.  No water orders will be accepted on Sunday and only 

emergency changes will be made on Sunday.  A water user desiring water for Monday must 

place his order on or before Saturday at 8:00 A.M.  After water has been turned on it shall run 

continuously day and night until ordered off and no turn on will be made for less than a 24 hour 

period.  The 24 hour notice for water to be turned off may be waived in case of emergency.  On 

the day the order is put into effect, the ditchtender will turn on or off as directed, at the time he 

passes the point of delivery on his regular run for that day.  Orders for a certain hour cannot be 

accepted.  A change of water from one delivery point to another may be made without a 24 hour 

notice provided such change is requested to be made during the ditchtenders regular run for that 

day.    
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4. Policies regarding return flows (surface and subsurface drainage from farms) and outflow 
(Agricultural only) 

 
See Attachment M, Page 7, Item 2(b) of Agricultural Water Service Contract: 
 
 “The District shall have the right to the use of all waste seepage and return flow water 

that escapes or is discharged beyond Water user’s recovery facilities, if any, and nothing 

contained in this contract shall be construed as an abandonment or relinquishment by the District 

of the right to the use of any such water.”   

5. Policies on water transfers by the district and its customers  
 
 All actions involving the transfer of water in/out of the District must be approved by the 

District Board of Directors.  For special circumstances, in which water is transferred  into the 

District on behalf of an individual landowner, such transfers do not need to be approved by the 

Board of Directors, but must be approved by the District Engineer-Manager for the coordination 

of the delivery of said waters.   

 Transfers between landowners within the District may be accomplished without Board 

approval.  Delivery of the water, however, must be coordinated with the District Engineer-

Manager and may be denied based on capacity constraints within the distribution system.  The 

District also allows the transfer of water between parcels, which are jointly owned by the same 

individual/entity, if capacity is available within the distribution system. 

G. Water Measurement, Pricing, and Billing 
 

1. Agricultural Customers 
 

a. Number of farms    17  

b. Number of delivery points (turnouts and connections)    34  

c. Number of delivery points serving more than one farm      0  

d. Number of measured delivery points (meters and measurement devices)     34  

e. Percentage of delivered water that was measured at a delivery point     99  
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f. Delivery point measurement device table (Agricultural only) 

 
Measurement 

Type 
Number Accuracy 

(+/- %) 
Reading 

Frequency 
(Days) 

Calibration 
Frequency 
(Months) 

Maintenance 
Frequency 
(Months) 

Orifices      
Propeller meter 34 ±2% Monthly 36 12 
Weirs      
Flumes      
Venturi      
Metered gates      
Acoustic doppler      
Other (define)      
Total      

 
2. Urban Customers 

 
This section was intentionally left blank because the District does not have urban customers. 
 

a. Total number of connections    

b. Total number of metered connections    

c. Total number of connections not billed by quantity    

d. Percentage of water that was measured at delivery point    

e. Percentage of delivered water that was billed by quantity      

f. Measurement device table 

 
Meter Size 
and Type 

Number Accuracy 
(+/-percentage) 

Reading 
Frequency 

(Days) 

Calibration 
Frequency 
(Months) 

Maintenance 
Frequency 
(Months) 

5/8-3/4"      
1"      
1 ½"      
2"      
3"      
4"      
6"      
8"      
10"      
Compound      
Turbo      
Other (define)      
Total      
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3. Agriculture and Urban Customers 

 
a. Current year agriculture and /or urban water charges - including rate structures and 

billing frequency 
 
 Water rates for the District vary considerably each year, dependent upon supply 

availability and source. The current-year water rate is $222 per acre foot, which includes $180 

for the canal-side cost of the water, plus an additional $42 for the operational, pumping and 

watermaster costs associated with the delivery of the water. 

b. Annual charges collected from customers (current year data) 
 
Fixed Charges 

Charges 
($ unit) 

Charge units 
($/acre), ($/customer) etc. 

Units billed during year 
(acres, customer) etc. 

$ collected 
($ times units) 

$20.40 $/Acre Acres $75,715.92 
$84.60 $/Acre Acres $108,273.61 
$7.00 $/Acre Acres $15,723.47 

    
 
Volumetric charges 

Charges 
($ unit) 

Charge units 
($/AF), ($/HCF), etc. 

Units billed during year 
(AF, HCF) etc. 

$ collected 
($ times units) 

$222.00 $/Acre Foot 5,852 AF $1,299,144 
    
    
    

See Attachment D, District Sample Bill 
 

c. Water-use data accounting procedures 
 
 Each District turnout meter is read and recorded on a monthly basis.  The monthly 

recordings are entered into individual account record sheets and summarized on an accumulative 

basis to the District’s General Ledger.  All water accounting for the District is accomplished 

utilizing a computer software program.  Records are maintained at the District office.   
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H. Water Shortage Allocation Policies 
 
1. Current year water shortage policies or shortage response plan - specifying how reduced 

water supplies are allocated 
 
See Attachment E, District Agricultural Water Service Contract In-Lieu of Water Shortage Plan 
 
 Water shortages are prorated between the entitlement holders based on a ratio of their 

contract entitlement to the total District entitlement.  Attachment M contains a copy of the 

typical agreement in effect in 2009 between an entitlement holder and the District. 

2. Current year policies that address wasteful use of water and enforcement methods 
 
See Attachment M, Page 7, Item 2(b) of Agricultural Water Service Contract: 
 
 “The District shall have the right to the use of all waste seepage and return flow water 

that escapes or is discharged beyond Water user’s recovery facilities, if any, and nothing 

contained in this contract shall be construed as an abandonment or relinquishment by the District 

of the right to the use of any such water.”   
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Section 2:  Inventory of Water Resources 
 
A. Surface Water Supply 
 
1. Acre-foot amounts of surface water delivered to the water purveyor by each of the purveyor’s 

sources 
 

Month (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
Method

January 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
February 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
April 459 0 0 0 0 0 459
May 630 0 0 0 0 0 630
June 859 0 0 0 0 0 859
July 1,141 0 0 0 0 0 1,141
August 949 0 0 0 139 0 1,088
September 616 0 0 0 361 0 977
October 413 0 0 0 0 0 413
November 197 0 0 0 0 0 197
December 79 0 0 0 0 0 79
TOTAL 5,352 0 0 0 500 0 5,852

Federal non-
Ag Water. State Water Local Water

Other Water 
(See Below)2009

Federal          
Ag Water

Upslope 
Drain Water Total

 
 
2. Amount of water delivered to the district by each of the district sources for the last 10 years 
 

Year
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

2000 3,745 0 0 0 0 0 3,745
2001 4,777 0 0 0 0 0 4,777
2002 4,531 0 0 0 300 0 4,831
2003 3,780 0 0 0 487 0 4,267
2004 4,763 0 0 0 0 0 4,763
2005 4,242 0 0 0 0 0 4,242
2006 4,766 0 0 0 0 0 4,766
2007 4,769 0 0 0 525 0 5,294
2008 3,960 0 0 0 1,032 0 4,992
2009 5,352 0 0 0 500 0 5,852

Total 44,685 0 0 0 2,844 0 47,529
Average 4,469 0 0 0 284 0 4,753

Local Water
Other Water 
(See Below)

Upslope 
Drain Water Total

Federal          
Ag Water

Federal non-
Ag Water. State Water
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B. Ground Water Supply 
 
1. Acre-foot amounts of ground water pumped and delivered by the district 
 

Month (acre-feet) *(acre-feet)
Method

January 0 112
February 0 255
March 0 373
April 0 0
May 0 1,449
June 0 1,811
July 0 2,338
August 0 1,048
September 0 117
October 0 0
November 0 0
December 0 0
TOTAL 0 7,503

*normally estimated

Private 
Groundwater2009

District 
Groundwater

 
 
2. Ground water basin(s) that underlies the service area 
 

Name Size (Square Miles) Usable Capacity (AF) Safe Yield (AF/Y) 
Kings Sub-Basin (5-22.08) 1,530 93,000,000 7,700 
    

 
3. Map of district-operated wells and managed ground water recharge areas 
 
 As stated previously, the District does not own or operate any groundwater extraction 

wells.  It is the responsibility of each landowner to address any irrigation demand not met 

through the District’s surface water deliveries. 

4. Description of conjunctive use of surface and ground water 
 
 Farm operators utilize available groundwater to supplement delivered surface water. 
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5. Ground Water Management Plan 
 
See Attachment G, 2009 OCID Ground Water Management Plan 
 
 In 1997, the District signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Orange Cove 

Irrigation District (OCID) to become a plan participant in OCID’s Groundwater Management 

Plan.  OCID’s Groundwater Management Plan was last updated in 2006.   

6. Ground Water Banking Plan 
 

The California Water Service Company is a municipal provider to the both the City of 

Visalia and the City of Bakersfield.  As a part of the Bakersfield Division Operation, a 

groundwater bank is operated utilizing surface water supplies available to the Bakersfield 

Division.  It was the objective of the Company to move up to 10,000 acre-feet of their banked 

supply into the Visalia Division to bolster the groundwater in the Visalia Division service area. 

Negotiations were conducted with several parties attempting to put together a workable program 

and one in which the participants could economically afford to participate. Each of these efforts 

failed to result in an approved program.  

 A proposal was put forth by the District in which water would be made available by the 

District from various sources for import for the benefit of the Visalia Division service area in 

exchange for a portion of the Kern County banked supply to be made available on a call basis to 

the District, particularly during years of either hydrologic deficiency or problems with diversion 

of the District’s contract supply from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta.  This program 

has been put into place and while it is not a groundwater banking program for the District, the 

program is made available as a result of groundwater banking on the Kern River fan.  Copies of 

the proposal implementation documents can be made available upon request.  
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In  2009, the District moved 1,115 acre-feet from the Kern Basin to the District.  The 

exchange program is capped at 10,000 acre-feet and is currently limited to a seven (7) year 

period of time.  

 
C. Other Water Supplies 
 
1. “Other” water used as part of the water supply 
 

Month (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
Method

January 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
February 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
April 459 0 0 0 0 0 459
May 630 0 0 0 0 0 630
June 859 0 0 0 0 0 859
July 1,141 0 0 0 0 0 1,141
August 949 0 0 0 139 0 1,088
September 616 0 0 0 361 0 977
October 413 0 0 0 0 0 413
November 197 0 0 0 0 0 197
December 79 0 0 0 0 0 79
TOTAL 5,352 0 0 0 500 0 5,852

Federal non-
Ag Water. State Water Local Water

Other Water 
(See Below)2009

Federal          
Ag Water

Upslope 
Drain Water Total

 
 
 As stated previously in Section 1.A.3:  “Other” District water is defined as delivered non-

Project water made available through an exchange between one specific District landowner and 

the Ivanhoe Irrigation District.  The District accounts for this water within their delivery 

quantities, however, the “other” water that is delivered through the District’s distribution system 

is to lands currently ineligible to receive Project water.   

D. Source Water Quality Monitoring Practices 
 
1. Potable Water Quality (Urban only) 
 
Not Applicable 
 
2. Agricultural water quality concerns: Yes    No     
(If yes, describe) 
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3. Description of the agricultural water quality testing program and the role of each 
participant, including the district, in the program 

 
 Individual landowners are signator to the Kings Sub-watershed of the Southern San 

Joaquin Valley Water Quality Coalition. 

4. Current water quality monitoring programs for surface water by source (Agricultural only) 
 
 There is currently one (1) water quality sampling and monitoring program conducted on 

waters related to the District.  The effort is a four-entity program conducted on waters in the 

Friant-Kern Canal.  A sample is taken monthly, year-round, on which tests are run to determine 

suitability and treatability.   

E.  Water Uses within the District 
 

1. Agricultural 

2009
Crop Name (crop acres) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (acre-feet)

Almonds 79 2.80 0.02 0.00 0.30 199
Grapes (Table) 38 3.80 0.02 0.00 0.20 138
Lemons & Limes 24 2.90 0.01 0.25 0.40 66
Olives 120 2.80 0.02 0.00 0.40 290
Oranges/Tangerines 2,538 2.90 0.01 0.25 0.40 7,005
Peaches 57 3.70 0.02 0.00 0.40 189
Pistachios 18 2.80 0.02 0.00 0.30 45
Prunes & Plums 379 3.70 0.02 0.00 0.40 1,258
Idle 220 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Crop Acres 3,473 9,191

Total Irrig.  Acres 3,473     (If this number is larger than your known total, it may be due to double cropping)

Leaching 
Requirement

Appl. Crop 
Water Use

Cultural 
PracticesArea Crop ET

Effective 
Precipitation
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2. Types of irrigation systems used for each crop in current year 
 

Crop name Total 
Acres 

Level 
Basin - 
acres 

Furrow - 
acres 

Sprinkler - 
acres 

Low 
Volume - 

acres 

Multiple 
methods -acres 

Almonds 79  79    
Grapes (Table) 38  38    
Irrigated Pasture 40 40     
Lemons & Limes 49    49  
Olives 120    120  
Oranges/Tangerines 2,718    2,718  
Peaches 57    57  
Pistachios 18    18  
Prunes/Plums 379    379  
       

 
3. Urban use by customer type in current year 
 
Not Applicable 
 
4. Urban Wastewater Collection/Treatment Systems serving the service area – current year 
 
Not Applicable 
 
5. Ground water recharge/management in current year (Table 6) 
 
None 
 
6. Transfers and exchanges into or out of the service area in current year (Table 6) 
 

From Whom To Whom AF Use 
Arvin-Edison Water Storage 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 145 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Arvin-Edison Water Storage 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 830 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Arvin-Edison Water Storage 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 1,314 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Ivanhoe Irrigation District Hills Valley Irrigation District 500 Agriculture to Agriculture 
Lewis Creek Water District Hills Valley Irrigation District 3 Agriculture to Agriculture 
Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 953 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 1,030 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation 
District 

Hills Valley Irrigation District 425 Agriculture to Agriculture 

Porterville Irrigation District Hills Valley Irrigation District 1,494 Agriculture to Agriculture 
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7. Trades, wheeling, wet/dry year exchanges, banking or other transactions in current year 

(Table 6) 
 

From Whom To Whom AF Use 
None    
    
    
    

 
 
8. Other uses of water in current year 
 
None 
 
F. Outflow from the District (Agricultural only) 
 

Districts included in the drainage problem area, as identified in “A Management Plan for 
Agricultural Subsurface Drainage and Related Problems on the Westside San Joaquin 
Valley (September 1990),” should also complete Water Inventory Table 7 and Appendix B 
(include in plan as Attachment L) 

 
See Facilities Map, Attachment A, for the location of surface and subsurface outflow points, 
outflow measurement points, outflow water-quality testing locations 
 
1. Surface and subsurface drain/outflow in current year 
 
 The District did not have any surface and/or subsurface drainage/outflow during 2009 

other than the leaching fraction which was not recaptured by District growers.  If maintenance on 

the distribution system is required, water is relieved from the distribution system back into the 

Friant-kern Canal for rediversion and beneficial use by others.  Relief piping and valving was 

designed and constructed as a part of the system to accomplish this procedure.   

2. Description of the Outflow (surface and subsurface) water quality testing program and the 
role of each participant in the program 

  
Not Applicable 
 
3. Outflow (surface drainage & spill) Quality Testing Program  
 
Not Applicable 
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Outflow (subsurface drainage) Quality Testing Program  
 
Not Applicable 
 
4. Provide a brief discussion of the District’s involvement in Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board programs or requirements for remediating or monitoring any 
contaminants that would significantly degrade water quality in the receiving surface waters. 
 
 Individual landowners are signator to the Kings Sub-watershed of the Southern San 

Joaquin Valley Water Quality Coalition. 

G. Water Accounting (Inventory) 
 
1. Water Supplies Quantified 
 

a. Surface water supplies, imported and originating within the service area, by month 
(Table 1) 

 
See Section 5, Table 1. 
 

b. Ground water extracted by the district, by month (Table 2) 
 

See Section 5, Table 2. 
 

c. Effective precipitation by crop (Table 5) 
 

See Section 5, Table 5. 
 

d. Estimated annual ground water extracted by non-district parties (Table 2) 
 

See Section 5, Table 2. 
 

e. Recycled urban wastewater, by month (Table 3) 
 

See Section 5, Table 3. 
 

f. Other supplies, by month (Table 1) 
 
See Section 5, Table 1. 
 
2. Water Used Quantified 
 

a. Agricultural conveyance losses, including seepage, evaporation, and operational spills in 
canal systems (Table 4) or  

 Urban leaks, breaks and flushing/fire uses in piped systems (Table 4) 
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See Section 5, Table 4. 

 
b. Consumptive use by riparian vegetation or environmental use (Table 6) 
 

See Section 5, Table 6. 
 
c. Applied irrigation water - crop ET, water used for leaching/cultural practices (e.g., frost 

protection, soil reclamation, etc.) (Table 5) 
 

See Section 5, Table 5. 
 
d. Urban water use (Table 6) 

 
See Section 5, Table 6. 
 

e. Ground water recharge (Table 6) 
 

See Section 5, Table 6. 
 

f. Water exchanges and transfers and out-of-district banking (Table 6) 
 
See Section 5, Table 6. 
 

g. Estimated deep percolation within the service area (Table 6) 
 

See Section 5, Table 6. 
 

h. Flows to perched water table or saline sink (Table 7) 
 
See Section 5, Table 7. 

 
i. Outflow water leaving the district (Table 6) 

 
See Section 5, Table 6. 
 

j. Other 
 

None. 
 

3. Overall Water Inventory 
a. Table 6 

 
See Section 5, Table 6. 



 

1-29 
 

H. Assess Quantifiable Objectives: 
 
Identify the Quantifiable Objectives that apply to the District (Planner, chapter 10) and provide a 
short narrative describing past, present and future plans that address the CALFED Water Use 
Efficiency Program goals identified for the District.  
 

The District has been identified as having lands within its boundary that are subject to 

quantifiable objectives.  The identified quantifiable objectives address providing improved long-

term diversion flexibility to increase the water supply for beneficial uses and to decrease flows to 

salt sinks to increase the water supply for beneficial uses. 

In addition to importing surface water for irrigation and groundwater recharge purposes, 

District growers have improved on-farm irrigation systems to the extent that in excess of 97 

percent of these systems are permanent, low volume systems.  This has resulted in reduced losses 

to the soil mantle outside of the root zone.  Resultant water savings have first been dedicated to 

improving crop yields with the periodic residual being the negotiating tool to allow the District 

to deal with reduced water supplies resulting from settlement of the San Joaquin River litigation 

and diversion reductions from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta.  

 
 



 

1-30 
 

Section 3: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Agricultural 
Contractors 

 
A. Critical Agricultural BMPs 
 
1. Measure the volume of water delivered by the district to each turnout with devices that are 

operated and maintained to a reasonable degree of accuracy, under most conditions, to +/- 
6% 

 
Number of turnouts that are unmeasured or do not meet the standards listed above:   0  

Number of measurement devices installed last year:      0  

Number of measurement devices installed this year:       0  

Number of measurement devices to be installed next year:     0   

 
Types of Measurement Devices Being Installed Accuracy Total Installed During 

Current Year 
Propeller Meters ±2% 3 
   
   
   

 
2. Designate a water conservation coordinator to develop and implement the Plan and develop 

progress reports 
 
Name:  Dennis R. Keller  Title: Engineer-Manager  

Address: P.O. Box 911 Visalia, CA 93279  

Telephone:  (559) 732-7938  E-mail:         kelweg1@aol.com   

 
3. Provide or support the availability of water management services to water users 
 
See Attachment J, Notices of District Education Programs and Services Available to 
Customers. 
 

a. On-Farm Evaluations 
 

1) On farm irrigation and drainage system evaluations using a mobile lab type assessment 
 

 Total in 
district 

# surveyed 
last year 

# surveyed in 
current year 

# projected 
for next year 

# projected 
2nd yr in future 

Irrigated acres 3,560 0 40 200 200 
Number of farms 30 0 1 4 4 

Note:  200 acres per year is the District’s annual objective. 

mailto:kelweg1@aol.com
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2) Timely field and crop-specific water delivery information to the water user 
 
Weekly Crop demand data provided to farm operators by the Friant Water Authority. 

 
b. Real-time and normal irrigation scheduling and crop ET information 

 
Most normal year information pertaining to irrigation scheduling and crop evapotranspiration 
(ET), such as CIMIS data and crop coefficients, is available to the landowner/grower through 
many agencies or services: 
 
 The office of Water Use Efficiency (OWUE), through the Department of Water 

Resources (DWR) provides CIMIS data free of charge to the public for the use in 
estimating crop water use for irrigation scheduling.  This information can be found 
through the OWUE’s CIMIS website at www.cimis.water.ca.gov;  

 During the growing season, crop ET information is published in the local newspapers and 
broadcast daily over the radio for reference and use by any water user; 

 The U.S. Weather Service currently provides real-time CIMIS ET data and forecasts on 
their local weather channels. 

 
c. Surface, ground, and drainage water quantity and quality data provided to water users 

 
The District, upon request, will provide surface water quality data to landowners/growers. 
 

d. Agricultural water management educational programs and materials for farmers, staff, 
and the public 

 
Program Co-Funders (If Any) Yearly Targets 

Provost & Pritchard Consulting 
Group 

Keller/Wegley Consulting 
Engineers Client Group 

Quarterly 
Publications/Mailings 

Friant Water Authority Friant Division Contractors Monthly Publications 
   
   

See Attachment J for samples of materials and notices provided. 
 

e. other 
 
None 
 

http://www.cimis.water.ca.gov/
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4. Pricing structure - based at least in part on quantity delivered 
Describe the quantity-based water pricing structure, the cost per acre-foot, and when it became 
effective. 
 
 The District is a water short district and the volumetric price reflects the very scarce 

nature of this resource.  The District qualifies based on a High Volumetric Price as the incentive 

price mechanism.  The District has pricing equivalent to or exceeding $200 per acre foot. 

 The District farm operator pays an estimated deposit for his entitlement allocation and 

this in itself does not contribute to the volumetric price.  The farm operator can subsequently sell 

his/her allotment, however, to the release pool.  If the Watermaster can sell this released 

quantity, the farm operator gets his money back.  This creates an opportunity cost (implicit 

incentive price) for the farm operator in using the water for irrigation at $180 per acre foot canal-

side.  In addition, there is a District delivery fee for water used by the farm operator of $42 per 

acre foot.  The combination of these two costs results in an implicit price in excess of $200 per 

acre foot.  

5. Evaluate and describe the need for changes in policies of the institutions to which the district 
is subject 

 
 The Board of Directors and the District Engineer-Manager review on an annual basis, the 

policies of the District to insure consistency with the then current rules and regulations of the 

District. 

6. Evaluate and improve efficiencies of district pumps 
Describe the program to evaluate and improve the efficiencies of the contractor’s pumps. 
 
 The District has pumps checked by an independent testing service on an annual schedule.  

Units below target operating efficiencies are either repaired or replaced.  Three (3) pumping 

units were tested during the subject year, with one (1) pump being repaired.
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B. Exemptible BMPs for Agricultural Contractors 

(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix C for examples of exemptible conditions) 
 
1. Facilitate alternative land use 

Drainage Characteristic Acreage Potential Alternate Uses 
High water table (<5 feet) 0 Not Applicable 
Poor drainage 0 Not Applicable 
Ground water Selenium 
concentration > 50 ppb 0 Not Applicable 
Poor productivity 0 Class 6 Lands are not eligible for water service 

 
Describe how the contractor encourages customers to participate in these programs. 
 
2. Facilitate use of available recycled urban wastewater that otherwise would not be used 

beneficially, meets all health and safety criteria, and does not cause harm to crops or soils. 
 

Sources of Recycled Urban Waste Water AF/Y Available AF/Y Currently Used 
in District 

No sources of urban wastewater exist within the 
District 

N/A N/A 

   
   

 
3. Facilitate the financing of capital improvements for on-farm irrigation systems 
 
 The District maintains a listing of potential funding sources and has an established policy 

to provide assistance in completing funding application documents. 

4. Incentive pricing 
 
 This BMP was initially targeted at those entities which charge for delivered water on a 

per-acre basis, typically do not meter deliveries and which also may be in a drainage problem 

area.  As the quantity of water which is available to a grower under this scenario is independent 

of a measured charge basis, there is no incentive, from a cost savings perspective, to utilize less 

water.  Over-irrigation where such billing processes are utilized has often led to exacerbation of 

drainage problems or has created drainage problems. 
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 In the case of the District, not only are growers charged only for what they use, they are 

allowed to order the quantity of water which they anticipate that they are going to require for the 

upcoming growing season.  They are then allowed periodic adjustments to the initial order, often 

without any monetary penalty.  While the District is not in a drainage problem area, water 

accruing to the groundwater reservoir due to over-irrigation is seldom able to be recaptured by 

the same grower due to rapid movement through the shallow groundwater table and over-

irrigation is therefore of no secondary benefit to the growers. 

 You will find attached hereto as Attachment K, an example of the application form 

which the District utilizes for initial water order purposes.  An examination of the form 

demonstrates several issues.  First, a grower can indicate exactly the amount of supply which he 

desires to order for a given season and is not required to take delivery of any water.  While being 

required to fulfill his obligation to the Arvin-Edison Water Storage District relative to exchange 

requirements, he has the option to do so by returning part or all of his exchange entitlement for 

the given year. 

 Additional examination indicates that the District allows growers the capability to carry 

over supply from one year to another, assuming that such privilege is extended to the District by 

the USBR.  The grower also has the option of applying for a supplemental request of water and, 

for requests exceeding the amount of water available in the District's return pool, can indicate the 

price range(s) in which he desires for the District to attempt to obtain such supplemental supply 

on his behalf. 

 Final billings to growers, while oftentimes not rendered for 4-5 years from the close of 

the water year, are based on actual quantities delivered.  At the level of cost charged by the 
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District, it is obvious that the District growers have considerable incentive for optimizing the 

management of available supply. 

 In addition to the above-referenced procedures, the District offers an on-demand water 

delivery operation, for an additional charge, thus allowing growers the opportunity of 

determining their on-off schedules and allowing for termination of deliveries when crop demands 

have been met. 

5. a) Line or pipe ditches and canals 
 
Not applicable.  The District’s distribution system is a closed pipeline system. 
 
 b) Construct regulatory reservoirs 
 
Regulatory reservoirs required for proper system operation have been constructed. 
 
6. Increase flexibility in water ordering by, and delivery to, water users 
See Attachment K, contractor ‘agricultural water order’ form 
 
See Section 3.B.4 
 
7. Construct and operate district spill and tailwater recovery systems 
 
None 
 
8. Plan to measure outflow.  
 
 This not applicable to the District, due to the District not having any outflow other than a 

shallow leaching fraction from applied water. 

Total # of outflow (surface) locations/points    0  
Total # of outflow (subsurface) locations/points      0  
Total # of measured outflow points    0  
Percentage of total outflow (volume) measured during report year    Not Applicable  
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Identify locations, prioritize, determine best measurement method/cost, submit funding 
proposal 

Location & Priority Estimated cost (in $1,000s) 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

      
      
      
      
      

 
9. Optimize conjunctive use of surface and ground water 
 
 Historically, the District has primarily achieved its groundwater recharge goals through 

an in-lieu program.  When surface water supplies are available and can be delivered to the 

District, the surface water supplies are utilized "in lieu" of groundwater pumping.  The District 

has managed the in-lieu portion of its recharge program efficiently and effectively since surface 

supplies became available to the District.  The District will continue this program whenever 

surface supplies are available and will augment deliveries whenever supplemental supplies can 

be purchased at a reasonable cost and are ordered for delivery by growers. 

 The water demands of irrigated agriculture within the District were historically met by 

pumping of the groundwater supply.  The first surface water supply was introduced in 1969.   

Between 1970 and 1972 there were only minor amounts of surface water utilized in conjunction 

with groundwater pumping.  From 1973 on, the District growers have placed a greater reliance 

upon surface water supplies to augment the existing groundwater.  The low yielding wells within 

the District are useful as a supplemental irrigation supply and in controlling the buildup of a 

perched water table in some areas. 

 The District therefore has a limited conjunctive use capability.  This is an area of 

relatively low aquifer storage capacity, shallow depth of sediments prevail and in some locations 

restricted lateral drainage out of the area exists.  Due to isolated conditions, some landowners 
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have chosen not to have groundwater extraction facilities.  For those who do have wells, care 

must be exercised by the land operators to maintain a balance between recharge and withdrawal 

from the groundwater reservoir to prevent insufficient water supply from occurring on one hand 

and waterlogging of some of the problem area soils on the other. 

 The groundwater conditions with the District are highly variable.  The average depth to 

groundwater has been approximately 25 feet.  This changes drastically from spring to summer 

and from year to year.  The aquifers within the District are very shallow and are subject to over-

pumping in a short time.  During years of heavy rainfall, the wells are serviceable for most of the 

year with only a reduction in capacity occurring during summer months.  During the dry years, 

surface supplies are needed earlier.  Typically, the landowners try to utilize wells during the 

spring months when the water levels and groundwater storage are at their highest levels. 

10. Automate canal structures 
 
 The District applied for, but failed to receive a Field Services grant to evaluate the costs 

and benefits of automation.  The District has yet to determine if they are going to conduct an 

evaluation utilizing District only funding. 

11. Facilitate or promote water customer pump testing and evaluation 
See Attachment J, Notices of District Education Programs and Services Available to Customers 
 
 The District provides information to the growers relative to the availability of pump 

testing and efficiency services provided by the serving utility and independent providers.  The 

involvement of the District with private pump efficiencies is related to water conservation and 

overall resource management.  The fact that a farm operator may apply a given amount of water 

to a field with a pump which is operating at a less than optimum efficiency does affect the 

application time and the total quantity of water which is being demanded by the crop.   
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 The District does not own or operate any deep well pumping facilities.  The District 

operates distribution system pumping equipment, however, which is included in a preventive 

maintenance program of routine inspection, maintenance, repair and replacement.  Included in 

this program is regular electrical system inspection and motor and pump efficiency testing. 

12. Mapping  

GIS maps  
 

Estimated cost  
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Layer 1 – Distribution system/base $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $200 
Layer 2 – Drainage system (None)      
Suggested layers:      
Layer 3 – Ground water information1      
Layer 4 – Soils map (complete)      
Layer 5 – Natural & cultural resources      
Layer 6 – Problem areas (None)      

1Included in regional groundwater management plan and related annual reports. 
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C. Provide a 3-Year Budget for Implementing BMPs 
 
1. Amount actually spent during current year. 

 Actual Expenditure 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time) Staff Hours1 

A 1 Measurement $4,619 20 
   2 Conservation staff 1,500 10 
  3 On-farm evaluation /water delivery info 500 0 
  Irrigation Scheduling 100 1 
  Water quality 1,200 12 
  Agricultural Education Program 1,000 1 
  4 Quantity pricing 5,000 60 
   5 Policy changes 0 0 
   6 Contractor’s pumps 1,650 12 
 
B 1 Alternative land use 0 0 
 2 Urban recycled water use 0 0 
  3 Financing of on-farm improvements 3,000 20 
 4 Incentive pricing 0 0 
  5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs 400 2 
 6 Increase delivery flexibility 500 5 
   7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems 2,000 4 
 8 Measure outflow 0 0 
  9  Optimize conjunctive use 0 0 
  10  Automate canal structures 0 0 
 11  Customer pump testing 100 1 
 12 Mapping 1,000       0 
 Total $22,569 148 
 

                                                 
1 Contracted Staff. 
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2. Projected budget summary for the next year. 
 Budgeted Expenditure 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time) Staff Hours2 

A 1 Measurement $10,000 60 
   2 Conservation staff 1,500 10 
  3 On-farm evaluations/water delivery info 2,000 4 
  Irrigation Scheduling 100 1 
  Water quality 1,500 12 
  Agricultural Education Program 2,000 4 
  4 Quantity pricing 5,500 65 
   5 Policy changes 120,000 240 
   6 Contractor’s pumps 2,500 10 
 
B 1 Alternative land use 0 0 
 2 Urban recycled water use 200 1 
  3 Financing of on-farm improvements 1,000 8 
 4 Incentive pricing 2,500 10 
  5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs 0 0 
 6 Increase delivery flexibility 50,000 80 
   7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems 2,000 4 
 8 Measure outflow 0 0 
  9  Optimize conjunctive use 0 0 
  10  Automate canal structures 1,000 8 
 11  Customer pump testing 1,000 8 
 12 Mapping 1,000 0 
 Total $203,800 525 

 
3. Projected budget summary for 3rd year. 

 Budgeted Expenditure 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time) Staff Hours 

A 1 Measurement $10,000 60 
   2 Conservation staff 5,000 50 
  3 On-farm evaluations/water delivery info 2,000 4 
  Irrigation Scheduling 100 1 
  Water quality 1,500 12 
  Agricultural Education Program 2,000 4 
  4 Quantity pricing 5,500 65 
   5 Policy changes 30,000 50 
   6 Contractor’s pumps 2,500 10 
 

                                                 
2Contracted Staff   
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(continued) Budgeted Expenditure 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time) Staff Hours3 

B 1 Alternative land use $0 0 
 2 Urban recycled water use 200 1 
  3 Financing of on-farm improvements 1,000 8 
 4 Incentive pricing 2,500 10 
  5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs 0 0 
 6 Increase delivery flexibility 50,000 80 
   7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems 2,000 4 
 8 Measure outflow 0 0 
  9  Optimize conjunctive use 0 0 
  10  Automate canal structures 0 0 
 11  Customer pump testing 1,000 8 
 12 Mapping 1,000 0 
 Total $116,300 367 
 

                                                 
3 Contract Staff 
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Section 4: Best Management Practices for Urban Contractors   
(Due to the adoption of revised BMPs in December 2008, this section will be updated in 
Spring 2009.) 
 
Not Applicable 
 
A.  Urban BMPs 

 
1. Utilities Operations 

1.1 Operations Practices 
1.2 Pricing 
1.3 Metering 
1.4 Water Loss Control 

 
2. Education 

2.1 Public Information Programs 
2.2 School Education 

3. Residential 
 

4. CII 
5. Landscape  
 

B.  Provide a 3-Year Budget for Expenditures and Staff Effort for BMPs 
 
1.  Amount actually spent during current year.  
 
Year   2010   Projected Expenditures 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours 
1. Utilities Operations 
 

1.1 Operations Practices $0 0 
1.2 Pricing $0 0 
1.3 Metering $0 0 
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0 

 
2. Education 

2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0 
2.2 School Education $0 0 

 
3. Residential $0 0 
 
4. CII  $0 0 
 
5. Landscape  $0 0 

Total $0 0 
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2. Projected budget summary for 2nd year. 
 
Year   2011    Projected Expenditures 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours 
1. Utilities Operations 
 

1.1 Operations Practices $0 0 
1.2 Pricing $0 0 
1.3 Metering $0 0 
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0 

 
2. Education 

2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0 
2.2 School Education $0 0 

 
3. Residential $0 0 
 
4. CII  $0 0 
 
5. Landscape  $0 0 

Total $0 0 
 
 
3. Projected budget summary for 3rd year. 
 
Year   2012   Projected Expenditures 
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours 
1. Utilities Operations 
 

1.1 Operations Practices $0 0 
1.2 Pricing $0 0 
1.3 Metering $0 0 
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0 

 
2. Education 

2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0 
2.2 School Education $0 0 

 
3. Residential $0 0 
 
4. CII  $0 0 
 
5. Landscape  $0 0 

Total $0 0 
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Section 5: District Water Inventory Tables 
 
Table 1

Month (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
Method

January 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
February 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
April 459 0 0 0 0 0 459
May 630 0 0 0 0 0 630
June 859 0 0 0 0 0 859
July 1,141 0 0 0 0 0 1,141
August 949 0 0 0 139 0 1,088
September 616 0 0 0 361 0 977
October 413 0 0 0 0 0 413
November 197 0 0 0 0 0 197
December 79 0 0 0 0 0 79
TOTAL 5,352 0 0 0 500 0 5,852

Surface Water Supply

2009
Federal          

Ag Water
Upslope 

Drain Water Total
Federal non-

Ag Water. State Water Local Water
Other Water 
(See Below)

 
 

Table 2

Month (acre-feet) *(acre-feet)
Method

January 0 112
February 0 255
March 0 373
April 0 0
May 0 1,449
June 0 1,811
July 0 2,338
August 0 1,048
September 0 117
October 0 0
November 0 0
December 0 0
TOTAL 0 7,503

*normally estimated

Private 
Groundwater

Ground Water Supply

2009
District 

Groundwater
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Table 3

Month (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
Method

January 0 0 0 0
February 0 0 0 0
March 9 0 0 9
April 459 0 0 459
May 630 0 0 630
June 859 0 0 859
July 1,141 0 0 1,141
August 1,088 0 0 1,088
September 977 0 0 977
October 413 0 0 413
November 197 0 0 197
December 79 0 0 79
TOTAL 5,852 0 0 5,852
            *Recycled M&I Wastewater is treated urban wastewater that is used for agriculture.

Total District 
Water 

Total Water Supply

2009
Surface 

Water Total
District 

Groundwater
Recycled 

M&I 

 
 

Table 4

2009
Canal, Pipeline, Length Width Surface Area Precipitation Evaporation Spillage Seepage Total

Lateral, Reservoir (feet) (feet) (square feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

Distribution System
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Table 5

2009
Crop Name (crop acres) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (acre-feet)

Almonds 79 2.80 0.20 0.00 0.30 213
Grapes (Table) 38 3.80 0.20 0.00 0.20 144
Irrigated Pasture 40 6.50 0.20 0.00 0.40 252
Lemons & Limes 49 2.90 0.20 0.25 0.40 145
Olives 120 2.80 0.20 0.00 0.40 312
Oranges/Tangerines 2,718 2.90 0.20 0.25 0.40 8,018
Peaches 57 3.70 0.20 0.00 0.40 200
Pistachios 18 2.80 0.20 0.00 0.30 49
Prunes & Plums 379 3.70 0.20 0.00 0.40 1,327
Idle 62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

Crop Acres 3,560 10,659

Total Irrig.  Acres 3,473     (If this number is larger than your known total, it may be due to double cropping)

Effective 
PrecipitationArea Crop ET

Cultural 
Practices

Crop Water Needs

Leaching 
Requirement

Appl. Crop 
Water Use
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Table 6 
2009 District Water Inventory

Water Supply Table 3 5,852
Riparian ET minus 0
Groundwater recharge minus 0
Seepage Table 4 minus 0
Evaporation - Precipitation Table 4 minus 0
Spillage Table 4 minus 0
Transfers/exchanges/trades/wheeling plus/minus 0
Non-Agri deliveries minus 0
Water Available for sale to agricultural customers 5,852
Compare the above line with the next line to help find data gaps
2005 Actual Agricultural Water Sales From District Sales Records 5,852
Private Groundwater Table 2 plus 7,503
Crop Water Needs Table 5 minus 10,659
Drainwater outflow minus 0
Percolation from Agricultural Land (calculated) 2,696

(Distribution and Drain)
(intentional - ponds, injection)

(into or out of the district)

(tail and tile not recycled)

(delivered to non-ag customers)

 
 
 The Percolation from Agricultural Land figure includes the applied water component 

which evaporates from the land surface. 

Table 7

2009

0
0

Irrigated Acres (from Table 5) 3,560
Irrigated acres over a perched water table 0
Irrigated acres draining to a saline sink 0
Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a perched water table 0
Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a saline sink 0
Portion of On-Farm Drain water flowing to a perched water table/saline sink 0
Portion of Dist. Sys. seep/leaks/spills to perched water table/saline sink 0
Total (AF) flowing to a perched water table and saline sink 0

Agric Land Deep Perc + Seepage + Recharge - Groundwater Pumping = District Influence on 
Estimated actual change in ground water storage, including natural recharge)

Influence on Groundwater and Saline Sink
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Table 8

Year
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

2000 3,745 0 0 0 0 0 3,745
2001 4,777 0 0 0 0 0 4,777
2002 4,531 0 0 0 300 0 4,831
2003 3,780 0 0 0 487 0 4,267
2004 4,763 0 0 0 0 0 4,763
2005 4,242 0 0 0 0 0 4,242
2006 4,766 0 0 0 0 0 4,766
2007 4,769 0 0 0 525 0 5,294
2008 3,960 0 0 0 1,032 0 4,992
2009 5,352 0 0 0 500 0 5,852

Total 44,685 0 0 0 2,844 0 47,529
Average 4,469 0 0 0 284 0 4,753

Local Water
Other Water 
(See Below)

Upslope 
Drain Water Total

Federal          
Ag Water

Federal non-
Ag Water. State Water

Annual Water Quantities Delivered Under Each Right or Contract

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

        

       PLATES 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
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ATTACHMENT A 

       DISTRICT FACILITIES MAP 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

ATTACHMENT B 

       DISTRICT SOILS MAP 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Cometa loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 30 to 45 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, shallow, 30 to 70 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Water

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, shallow, 30 to 70 percent slopes

Cometa-San Joaquin sandy loams, 3 to 9 percent slopes

San Joaquin loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Hildreth clay

Alamo clay

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes
Alamo clay

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, shallow, 30 to 70 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 30 to 45 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Chino loam, saline-alkali

Vista coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Fallbrook sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Pachappa loam, saline alkali Vista coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Yettem sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Cometa loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

San Joaquin loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Hanford coarse sandy loam

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes
Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Water

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Pollasky sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Fallbrook sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Fallbrook sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Alamo clay

Alamo clay

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Alamo clay

Grangeville sandy loam

Alamo clay

San Joaquin loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Visalia sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Hanford coarse sandy loam

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Water

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Foster loam

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Yettem sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Fallbrook sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Fallbrook sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Honcut fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Grangeville fine sandy loam

Hildreth clay

Pollasky sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes
Hanford sandy loam, benches

Hanford sandy loam, benches

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

San Joaquin loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Hanford sandy loam, benches

Sesame loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Alamo clay

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, moderately deep, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Cometa sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Vista coarse sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes

Visalia sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Cometa loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, 3 to 30 percent slopes
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Cieneba-rock Outcrop Complex, 15 To 75 P

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

San Joaquin Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

San Joaquin Loam, 2 To 9 Percent Slopes

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Exeter Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

San Joaquin Loam, 2 To 9 Percent Slopes

Blasingame Sandy Loam, 15 To 30 Percent

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Yettem Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Slopes
San Joaquin Loam, 2 To 9 Percent Slopes

Cieneba-rock Outcrop Complex, 15 To 75 P

San Joaquin Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes San Joaquin Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Exeter Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes
San Joaquin Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Vista Coarse Sandy Loam, 9 To 15 Percent

San Joaquin Loam, 2 To 9 Percent Slopes

Honcut Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Slopes

Vista Coarse Sandy Loam, 9 To 15 Percent

Greenfield Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Sl

Greenfield Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Sl

Vista Coarse Sandy Loam, 9 To 15 Percent

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Greenfield Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Sl

Greenfield Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Sl

Cieneba-rock Outcrop Complex, 15 To 75 P
Grangeville Silt Loam, Drained

San Joaquin Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Cieneba-rock Outcrop Complex, 15 To 75 P

Grangeville Silt Loam, Drained

Yettem Sandy Loam, 2 To 5 Percent Slopes

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Yettem Sandy Loam, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Vista Coarse Sandy Loam, 9 To 15 Percent
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ATTACHMENT C 

       DISTRICT RULES AND REGULATIONS 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 





















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT D 

       DISTRICT SAMPLE BILL 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Hills Valley Irrigation District 
209 South Locust Street — P. O. Box 911 

Visalia, California  93279-0911 
Phone  559/732-7938    FAX  559/732-7937 

 

 December 1, 2009 
                                                        

INVOICE 
 
 

 
Mountain View Citrus, LLC 
416 East South Avenue 
Fowler, CA   93625 
 
 

Deposit Billing for Water Delivered from March 1, 2009, through November 30, 2009 

 
Delivery Location:  Turnout # 6 

Quantity delivered for the months of:  
 

March 
 

   .00 af 
 April     .00 af 
 May     .00 af 
 June   11.12 af 
 July   37.30 af 
 August   27.83 af 
 September    22.22 af 
 October    2.61 af 
 November      .00 af 
 Total Delivered   101.08 af 

 

 Charges: 

Water purchase charges to date @ $ 180.00 /af $ 18,194.40  
Water delivery charges to date @ $ 42.00 /af  4,245.36  
 Total Due  $ 22,439.76  

 

Due upon receipt 
Delinquent January 29, 2010 

A 5% penalty, plus 12% per annum interest  
charge applies until paid

SRP
Rectangle



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT E 

       DISTRICT WATER SHORTAGE PLAN 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Attachment E is not applicable to the District.  As per Section 1.H.1, water shortages are 

prorated between the entitlement holders based on a ratio of their contract entitlement to the total 

District entitlement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT F 

DISTRICT MAP OF GROUNDWATER 
FACILITIES 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Attachment F is not applicable to the District.  As per Section 2.B.3, the District does not 

own or operate any groundwater extraction wells.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT G 

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 























































































































APPENDIX A

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PLAN ADOPTION





























APPENDIX B

FRESNO COUNTY GROUNDWATER ORDINANCE
REGULATING GROUNDWATER EXPORTS



































APPENDIX C

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER REPORT OUTLINE





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT H 

       GROUNDWATER BANKING PLAN 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Attachment H is not applicable to the District   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT I 

ANNUAL POTABLE WATER QUALITY 
REPORT - URBAN 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Attachment I is not applicable to the District, they are not an Urban water provider.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT J 

NOTICES OF DISTRICT EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 
AVAILABLE TO CUSTOMERS 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



 

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER RESTORATION PROGRAM 

  
Jerry Meral, Governor Brown’s new 

State Resources Agency Deputy Director, 
has had a first-hand look at key San Joa-
quin River Restoration Program locations 
and has received a primer on Friant Divi-
sion water issues, needs, programs and 
hopes explained by numerous Friant water 
leaders. 

Meral’s April 7 view of the central San 
Joaquin Valley was marked by heavy rain 
and flood releases that swelled the San 
Joaquin River’s flows and obscured evi-
dence of critically dry conditions which 
had prevailed until this winter’s big storm 
events.  

 
Friant Water Authority leaders con-

ducted a tour of portions of west valley 

reaches of the San Joaquin River and its 
associated flood control bypass channels.  

“We had planned to show some of the 
in-channel challenges being faced by the 

  

Friant Water Authority and 
Arvin-Edison Water Storage 
District canal operations staff 
members assisted with quick 
and effective emergency water 
management actions during a 
dramatic April 13 rescue of 
former Bakersfield College 

President John Collins, driver 
of a car that veered into the 
Arvin-Edison Canal in Bakers-
field. 

 The car driven by the 93-
year-old Collins drifted across 
Truxton Avenue, through a 
fence and into the canal not far 

below its headworks from the 
Friant-Kern Canal. 

By good fortune, the car 
landed backwards in the canal, 
its trunk sprung open. Al-
though the rushing current rap-
idly pushed the car nearly a 

half mile downstream, the 
trunk lid jammed into a safety 
cable where the vehicle 
wedged in place. 

Had the vehicle not been 
snagged, the car might have 
been  swept  further  down   the 

 

Bureau’s Restoration Water 
Decision Boosts Friant Use 

PPP eak snowmelt and runoff have 
begun with remaining snowpack 
water content within the San Joa-

quin River watershed double what it 
should normally be on May 1. 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Fri-
ant Water Authority water managers, 
however, are not particularly worried. A 
well-planned strategy of aggressive Friant 
Dam releases, coupled with cooler than 
average spring temperatures to date, has 
carved out a great deal of welcomed stor-
age space in Millerton Lake. 

As of May 2, the reservoir behind 
Friant Dam contained 223,674 acre-feet 
of water, less than half of what was in 
storage on March 26 during a late winter 
and early spring stretch of potent storms. 
      With the San Joaquin River’s full 
natural flow and actual Millerton inflow 
remaining at least a few thousand cubic 
feet per second less than  releases on each  

 

An 8,000-page environmental 
blueprint that is to guide San Joa-
quin River Restoration Program 
(SJRRP) planners and designers has 
been released for public review and 
comment. 

The long-awaited series of 
documents – a draft federal pro-
gram environmental impact state-
ment and state environmental im-

pact report (PEIS/R) was released 
April 22 by the U.S. Bureau of Rec-
lamation and the California Depart-
ment of Water Resources (DWR). 

For the first time in so public a 
manner, the Bureau acknowledged 
that the program that is to restore 
flows and a salmon fishery to all 
San Joaquin River reaches between 

Friant Dam and the Merced River 
has run into delays. 

“Reclamation recognizes that 
some actions required by the Settle-
ment are unavoidably behind 
schedule,” the Bureau stated in a 
news release. “This includes certain 
channel and structural improvement 
projects  that  may  be beneficial for 
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Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District 
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Fresno Irrigation District 

Ivanhoe Irrigation District 
Kaweah Delta Water Conservation 

District  
Kern-Tulare Water District 
Lindmore Irrigation District 

Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District 
Lower Tule River Irrigation District 

Madera Irrigation District 
Orange Cove Irrigation District 
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Saucelito Irrigation District 
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Stone Corral Irrigation District 

Tea Pot Dome Water District 

Terra Bella Irrigation District 

Tulare Irrigation District 

S an Joaquin Valley water supply 
frustrations were the focus of an 
April 11 House Water and 

Power Subcommittee field hearing at 
Fresno City Hall. 

The hearing’s published theme – 
“Creating Jobs by Overcoming Man-
Made Drought: Time for Congress to 
Listen and Act” – set the tone that one 
speaker after another followed. 

One Friant Water Authority board 
member, Kaweah-Delta Water Conser-
vation District Vice President Mark 
Watte, testified during the well-
attended hearing. 

Those attending armed themselves 
with signs linking water supply curtail-
ments – such as those that plagued the 
valley in the years before the current 
above-average precipitation – with job 
losses, economic woes, social prob-
lems, higher food costs and environ-
mental difficulties. 

The overwhelming mood was one 
of placing blame on federal govern-
ment agencies, bureaucrats, regula-
tions and court decisions for the grief 
caused in cutting Central Valley Pro-

ject water supplies in the west valley 
to as low as 5% in 2009. That resulted 
in thousands of job losses, hundreds of 
thousands of idle acres and millions of 
dollars in economic damage. 

Water and Power Subcommittee 
Chairman Tom McClintock (R-Elk 
Grove) blamed the political left for 
advocating what he termed “politically 
motivated junk science.”  

“The House and Senate must act 
now,” said a valley Congressman, Rep. 
Devin Nunes (R-Visalia) in comment-

ing on the valley’s water crisis and 
Delta pumping restraints. “The time 
for studying and talking is over.” 

Rep. Jim Costa (D-Fresno) told an 
interviewer after the hearing, “I think 
anytime you can continue to find 
greater awareness to the problems 
we're facing here. That's helpful.”  

One of the few dissenting voices 
was that of Larry Collins, Pacific 
Coast Federation of Fishermen's Asso-
ciations Vice President, who defended  

 

L ake Success on the Tule 
River will remain less 

than half full in the wake of a 
U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers decision to scrap a data 
gathering test this spring that 
would have increased permit-
ted storage . 

Had the plan been ap-
proved, the lake’s maxi-
mum water surface eleva-
tion would have been in-
creased 10 feet. 

Storage in Lake Success 
has been restricted by the 

Corps since 2004 due to 
seismic safety concerns. 

The surface level now is 
normally allowed no higher 
than 630 feet above sea 
level, or 40,000 acre-feet. 
That is 10 feet higher than 
the initial restriction. 

The reservoir’s as-built 
capacity is 82,300 acre-feet.  

Corps officials for sev-
eral years have been work-
ing on a solution to con-
cerns that the dam’s foun-
dation and structure might 

be susceptible to failure in a 
major earthquake. The test 
had been intended to help 
the Corps find the highest 
safe level for water storage. 

The Corps felt the risk 
was too high to undertake 
such a test.. 

Increased storage would 
have been beneficial to Tule 
River water users, and 
would have enhanced rec-
reation.  

Favoring the test were 
the Porterville Irrigation 

District, Tulare County, 
City of Porterville, Lower 
Tule River Irrigation Dis-
trict and Vandalia Irrigation 
District. 

President Obama’s 2012 
budget includes funds to 
begin purchasing land be-
low the dam, including a 
mobile home park. No 
funding is in place for re-
placing Success Dam. Pub-
lished reports indicate the 
project cost is now esti-

mated to be more than $450 
million. 

The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is expected to 
conduct public meetings 
during May to explain how 
it believes problems with 
Isabella Dam can best be 
resolved. 

The facility is now 
ranked among the Corps’ 

most at-risk dams. 
Seepage below the aux-

iliary dam, concerns over an 
earthquake fault running 
through the site and fears of 
insufficient spillway size 
have dogged the facility and 
led to restrictions on water 
storage. 

A bigger auxiliary spill-
way will be proposed to be 
part of the solution so a 
greater spill could be han-
dled without overtopping 
the earth-fill dams. 

 

State’s Salmon Fishermen Are Gleeful 
Over 2011 Prospects, Long Season

While commercial salmon fishermen are ecstatic over 
prospects for what they believe could be their best season 
in years, a lawsuit is being prepared against two agencies 
over this season’s expanded take limits. 

A complaint was expected to be filed in early May 
(after WATERLINE  press time) on behalf of the San Joa-
quin River Group Authority, of which the Friant Water 
Authority is a member, against the National Marine Fish-
eries Service (NMFS)  and Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (PFMC). 

The San Joaquin River Group Authority (SJRGA) is a 
joint powers authority that includes irrigation and water 
districts in the San Joaquin River Basin.  

The lawsuit, expected to be filed in a U.S. District 
Court, will seek a court determination that the agencies 
were arbitrary in their permitting of this season's salmon 
take limits, and requiring that the agencies start over.   

At the heart of the suit is an allegation that the large 
amount of ocean take of salmon to be allowed by the new 
limits will cause species recovery programs in California 

rivers to suffer, resulting in even fewer fish in the future. 
With the salmon season opening, the lawsuit is not 

expected to be of much help to the SJRGA this year.  
“There is nothing we can do to put a stop to the cur-

rent fishing season. Federal law does not allow that,” a 
SJRGA statement said. “The best we can do is hope that 
over harvesting salmon is not permitted again in the fu-
ture.” 

The lawsuit will reportedly seek to show that the 
PFMC’s forecasting model is flawed and that hatcheries 
are having too much harmful influence. The plaintiff be-
lieves hatchery fish are increasing in the proportion of the 
fall-run Chinook salmon stock, leading to progressively 
less genetic diversity, less species resilience, and greater 
vulnerability to catastrophic occurrences such as poor 
ocean conditions that existed from 2007-09.  

Ronald D. Jacobsma, Friant Water Authority General 
Manager, said the SJRGA, as well as many other state 
and federal agencies, is working hard to promote recov-
ery of fall-run Chinook and spring-run Chinook salmon 
in the San Joaquin basin.  

Spring-run is a “threatened” species under the Endan-
gered Species Act. It was extirpated from the basin, but 

there are substantial on-going efforts now to reintroduce 
spring-run.  

A major part of that effort is to be the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program in which Friant Division con-
tractors of Central Valley Project water are involved 
deeply. The SJRGA’s Vernalis Adaptive Management 
Program is also aimed in restoring salmon in the San 
Joaquin River Basin. 

Fall-run salmon are not listed, but are an ESA candi-
date species.  

 
SJRGA officials point out that the same state agency 

– the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) – and federal 
agencies (NMFS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
[USFWS]) authorizing  a substantial commercial harvest of 
salmon this year have acted in past years to stop or criti-
cally reduce Delta water export pumping from the Delta 
to, in part, protect spring and winter-run salmon.  

“The amount of fishing those agencies are allowing 
this year will kill many, many times more salmon than 
the Delta pumps ever did,” the SJRGA said in a state-
ment. The same state and federal agencies continually 
demand higher flows and more water released from reser- 
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SAN JOAQUIN RIVER RESTORATION 

The San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program has a new U.S. Bureau of Recla-
mation manager. 

Alicia (Ali) Forsythe, who has been the 
Acting Program Manager since January 
2011, was named earlier this spring to head 
the complex planning and implantation 
effort. 

“Ali is a great selection to head the 
Restoration Program,” said Friant Water 
Authority General Manager Ronald D. 
Jacobsma. “She is uniquely qualified and 
experienced to deal with the multi-faceted 
challenges the program is already facing. 
We look forward to working with her as 
the Program Manager.” 

The Restoration Program is being im-
plemented as a result of the San Joaquin 
River litigation Settlement agreed to nearly 
five years ago by the lawsuit’s environ-
mental plaintiffs, led by the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council (NRDC); Friant 
Division water agencies; and the U.S. gov-
ernment. 

Restoration of flows and fishery habi-
tat, with an objective of restoring a salmon 
fishery between Friant Dam and the 
Merced River, are program objectives 
along with a co-equal Water Management 
Goal. Under the Settlement, the Settling 
Parties agreed to strive to return all or 
much of the water given up by Friant dis-
tricts for river restoration. 

The Bureau’s Regional Director, Don-
ald Glaser, said Forsythe “has been in-
volved with San Joaquin River issues for 
many years and has gained the respect of 
the organizations and individuals who are 
working together to implement this impor-
tant restoration program.” 

Forsythe is to coordinate with: 

• The other SJRRP Implementing 
Agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, National Marine Fisher-
ies Service, California Department 
of Water Resources, California 
Department of Fish and Game). 

• The Settling Parties (NRDC and 
Friant Water Authority). 

• The Restoration Administrator 
(selected jointly by NRDC and 
FWA to provide recommendations 
regarding specific elements of the 
Settlement). 

• Downstream landowners and wa-
ter districts, and many other enti-
ties. 

Forsythe has managed various National 
Environmental Policy Act, California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act, water rights and 
restoration projects in both the public and 
private sectors.  

She began her federal career with Rec-
lamation in 2009 on the SJRRP staff. 
Forsythe led the program's interim flow 
activities and three on-going site-specific 
channel and structural improvements pro-
jects, oversaw the program's budget and 
schedule, and helped establish and imple-
ment SJRRP policies and direction. Prior 
to joining the Mid-Pacific Region, she was 
a project manager with CH2M Hill. 

Forsythe holds Bachelor of Science 
degrees in Environmental Studies and Hy-
drologic Sciences from the University of 
California, Santa Barbara.  

day for well over a month, reser-
voir storage has continued to de-
cline. Flood releases into the river, 
which briefly were near the chan-
nel capacity of 8,000 c.f.s., have 
been reduced as demands have 
increased and reservoir storage has 
dropped. Nearly all of that flood 
release water has flowed to the 
ocean. 

Friant districts were slow to 
step up water orders, for irrigation 
or groundwater recharge purposes, 
because all local streams have also 
been handling flood release flows. 
Until recently, spring rains had 
made many fields too wet for cul-
tural work or irrigation. 

A help in creating demand in 

early April was a decision by the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to 
make available 460,000 acre-feet 
of Recovered Water Account 
(RWA) water credits for Friant 
Division long-term contractors 
under the San Joaquin River Res-
toration Program’s Water Manage-
ment Goal.  

RWA water is available at a 
cost of $10 per acre-foot to all 
Friant Division long-term contrac-
tors who experience a reduction in 
water deliveries due to the flows 
called for in the Settlement to re-
store the San Joaquin River.  

“These advanced RWA water 
credits are being made available to 
take advantage of this year’s un-
usually wet hydrologic conditions 
for the purpose of reducing or 

avoiding future water supply im-
pacts,” a Bureau statement said. 
“The additional 460,000 acre-feet 
of RWA water credits is based on 
projections of anticipated future 
water supply impacts as a direct 
result of the flows called for in the 
Settlement.”  

In addition, the current Friant 
“uncontrolled season” water sup-
ply conditions – featuring full sup-
plies of Class 1 and Class 2 water 
– are to continue throughout May 
and possible into June, according 
to Michael Jackson, Reclamation’s 
Area Director in Fresno. 

Deliveries of “Section 
215” (unstorable) water to non-
Central Valley Project contractors 
will continue until demands fill the 

Madera and Friant-Kern canals, 
Bureau staff member Ed Salazar 
said. He explained that even with 
the big storage reduction, a huge 
snowpack remains and more water 
needs to be moved out of fairly 
small Millerton Lake. 

The May 1 snow surveys of 
nine San Joaquin River watershed 
courses show snowpack water 
content that is 199% of the May 1 
average, and 163% of what is con-
sidered normal for April 1, the date 
upon which snow conditions are 
assumed to peak. 

San Joaquin River runoff is 
currently expected to be 164% of 
average in the April-through-July 
peak period, or 2,060,000 acre-
feet.  

voirs to preserve and enhance the salmon 
fishery.  

A state and federal goal of doubling 
natural production of Chinook salmon 
“will not be achieved if high levels of 
salmon fishing are allowed to continue,” 
the SJRGA said. 

Meanwhile, it is estimated this year’s 

Chinook salmon run will be the best since 
2007, with an estimated 730,000 Chinook 
now expected to return to the Sacramento 
River.  

In 2009, a record-low 39,500 Chinook 
returned to the river to spawn. The com-
mercial salmon season is to last through 
September. California's salmon fishing 
season in recent years has been cancelled 
or greatly curtailed.  

canal to where its cold and rush-
ing waters fall into a siphon that 
carries Arvin-Edison’s water 
under the Kern River.  

Collins was also able to open 
the car’s sunroof and stand on a 
seat as the car filled with cold 
water. 

Four Arvin-Edison Water 
Storage District staff members 
responded immediately as did 

Bakersfield police and fire res-
cuers, who initially reported 
having trouble locating the car in 
the high rushing water.  

Once at the scene, rescuers 
got a life vest to Collins that he 
put on but could not secure. 
With the water moving too fast 
to put a swimmer in the water, 
Arvin-Edison asked the Friant 
Water Authority staff for an 

emergency cutoff of flows from 
the Friant-Kern Canal.  

Friant’s staff was able to 
quickly reduce the diversion by 
485 cubic feet per second to 
greatly ease the rescue effort.  

A helicopter was used to lift 
Collins out of the vehicle and 
onto a gurney. He was rushed to 
a Bakersfield hospital. Collins 
was cold but not injured. The car 
was then lifted by crane from the 

canal. 
      Eric Quinley, Friant Water 
Authority Maintenance Man-
ager, said the Authority coordi-
nated with the City of Bakers-
field and river operators but no 
spill into the Kern River from 
the Friant-Kern Canal’s Termi-
nal Check was necessary during 
the 45 minutes that water was 
cut off from the Arvin-Edison 
Canal.

the government’s role in salmon protec-
tion by saying, “The more water you 
take out of [the Delta], the more you 
guarantee the death spiral of my indus-
try.” Collins blamed “corporate billion-
aire agribusinesses” for the troubles of 
fishermen, an assertion that was aggres-
sively challenged by Nunes. 

Meanwhile, a Bakersfield meeting 
was held April 27 by Kern County farm-
ers, the Kern County Water Agency and 
Rep. Kevin McCarthy to seek solutions 
to the water supply crisis, including 

easing Endangered Species Act restric-
tions to curtail water deliveries. 

Means of resolving Delta problems, 
including new water conveyance facili-
ties such as a user-financed canal or 
tunnel, were discussed. 

“We are not asking the government 
to pay for it, we are just asking to find 
common sense regulations so we can get 
it into the ground and get it moving,” 
said McCarthy. 

Frustration was also expressed over 
difficulties in separately meeting similar 
state and federal regulations. 

A San Joaquin County 
judge has thrown a monkey 
wrench into state plans to 
drill and take soil samples 
for  a  water  conveyance 
bypass  tunnel  or  canal 
through  or  around  the 
Delta. 

The court ruled access 
to private lands proposed 

by the state Department of 
Water Resources under the 
Bay Delta Conservation 
Plan is a taking of land. 

The ruling is a major 
problem for the facility’s 
planners but was cheered 
around Stockton where a 
modern-day version of the 
Peripheral Canal is 

strongly opposed. 

State officials said they 
may appeal but will work 
toward  obtaining access by 
using eminent domain. 

The state wants to take 
core samples at hundreds 
of locations for facility 
planning and design.  



                                                                          

   

Bureau of Reclamation and Department of 
Water Resources in implementing river 
restoration, but most of what we’d hoped 
to see was under water from the flood re-
leases,” said Ronald D. Jacobsma, Friant 
Water Authority General Manager.  

 
The extremely soggy condition had an 

upside, Jacobsma added, including an op-
portunity to view local West Side seepage 
under levees and resulting field-flooding 
problems, caused by high groundwater, of 
the sort that have occurred during early 
San Joaquin River Restoration Program 
interim flows. 

“It also gave us a great opportunity to 
show the need for more storage – on the 
surface and underground – to capture high 
runoff flows when they are occurring, re-
duce flooding threats and gain longer-
lasting water supply benefits for the envi-
ronment and Friant users who are provid-
ing the river restoration flows,” he said. 

Meral in the past has expressed reser-
vations on the need for new surface water 
storage projects.  

The San Joaquin River has one pro-
posed new reservoir project – Temperance 
Flat in the upper end of the CVP’s Miller-
ton Lake, northeast of Fresno. 

 
Jacobsma noted that Meral, who 

served as Department of Water Resources 
Deputy Director during Brown's first ad-
ministration from 1975-83, is well known 
for his support and involvement in the 
environment and its issues. 

“Jerry Meral is also very much in 
touch with the practical problems and real 

needs that California water providers have 
to deal with for their customers,” Jacob-
sma said.  

“He was keenly interested in every-
thing we showed him and points of view 
we presented on surface water storage 
development, infrastructure needs, Delta 
solutions and conveyance, groundwater 
issues and river restoration.”  

 
During a luncheon meeting later in 

Tulare hosted by the Friant Water Author-
ity and Tulare Irrigation District, Meral 
listened intently as directors and managers 
from several Friant Division contractors of 
Central Valley Project water spoke. 

They outlined past and present pro-
grams, along with future plans and desires. 

All of the projects they discussed have 
been aimed at further improving beneficial 
water delivery and on-farm use efficiency, 
and the region’s already extensive system 
of groundwater storage and water banking.  

 
Meral is in charge of the Bay-Delta 

Conservation Program, which is charged 
with finding solutions to the Delta’s many 
infrastructure, environmental, water qual-
ity and water supply problems. 

Meral, former Planning and Conserva-
tion League Executive Director, is again 
on the front line in debate over whether to 
build alternative water conveyance 
through or around the Delta. Even while 
many in the environmental community 
were opposing such a plan, Meral pushed 
for the construction of a controversial Pe-
ripheral Canal that was ultimately defeated 
by California voters in November 1982.  

A renewed plan is now focusing in-
creasingly on development of a large tun-
nel to bypass the fragile Delta in order to 
move north state water to the CVP and 
state Water Project pumps near Tracy. 

  

successful reintroduction of salmon.” The 
latter is currently scheduled to occur by 
the end of 2012. 

The schedule and projects were in-
cluded in the Settlement of 18-year litiga-
tion reached several years ago by the 
plaintiffs – an environmental coalition led 
by the Natural Resources Defense Council 
– on one hand and the U.S. government 
along with the FWA and many of its mem-
ber Friant Division districts on the other. 

The Bureau says it “will promptly ini-
tiate consultation with the parties to the 
[San Joaquin River] Settlement to develop 
a new schedule based upon the PEIS/R 
that assures implementation of the Resto-
ration Program in a manner that addresses 
the requirements of the Settlement for ex-
peditious action while meeting the require-
ments of the legislation to minimize im-
pacts on third party interests.” 

Four public hearings and open houses 
of 2½ hours each have been scheduled in 
valley locations during May to explain the 
PEIS/R, which took three years to com-
pile, as part of a 60-day public comment 
period. ( ) 

Federal and state officials say the joint 
document describes direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts of implementing the 
SJRRP. Agencies involved include Recla-
mation, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, the National Marine Fisheries Ser-
vice, the California Department of Fish 
and Game and DWR.  

General Manager Ronald D. Jacobsma 
said the Friant Water Authority’s first task 
is to coordinate review and comment re-
sponsibilities among Authority and mem-
ber district staff members. Comments on 
the massive document are due June 21. 

The PEIS/R is required under federal 
and state laws, and is considered crucial to 
implementing the comprehensive, long-
term effort to restore flows to the San Joa-
quin River below Friant Dam to restore a 
self-sustaining Chinook salmon fishery in 
the river. The SJRRP is also to reduce or 
avoid adverse water supply impacts from 
restoration flows.

Four public hearings will be held 
from May 24-26 around the Central Val-
ley as the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and California Department of Water 
Resources solicit input on the San Joa-
quin River Restoration Program’s newly 
released draft program environmental 
impact statement and environmental 
impact report. 

Each public hearing will include an 
open house portion during which the 
Restoration Program staff will be avail-
able to talk with public. Formal public 
hearings will follow to gather comments.  

The meetings will be held: 

• 

• 

• 

•  

—RONALD D. JACOBSMA 

At a time when one 
federal agency after an-
other is striving for im-
proved riparian and fish-
ery habitats along and in 
California rivers, another 
agency is demanding that 
vegetation vanish from 
Central Valley levees. 

The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in 2007 be-
gan imposing a clear-off-
the-levees policy across 
the nation. 

Now, two environ-
mental organizations have 
served notice they will 

sue the Corps for violat-
ing the Endangered Spe-
cies Act (ESA). 

The Sacramento Bee 
reported that the Corps’ 
rules do not state implic-
itly that all trees and 
vegetation – except for 
grass – must be elimi-
nated but such is the prac-
tical effect. 

Should levee opera-
tors not comply and a 
damaging flood were to 
occur, federal aid would 
not be forthcoming. 

The Corps has sus-

pended the rules from 
taking effect within the 
Central Valley until 2012. 

Friends of the River 
and Defenders of Wildlife 
plan to sue against the 
rules. They allege the 
Corps failed to consult as 
required with other fed-
eral agencies to ensure the 
rules would not cause 
environmental harm. Nor 
did the Corps study envi-
ronmental consequences, 
as required by the ESA, 
the organizations say. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT K 

DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL WATER 
ORDER FORM 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



C:\Documents and Settings\SRP\Desktop\Application Form 2009‐2010.doc 

Hills Valley Irrigation District  Date:  May 6, 2009 
P. O. Box 911  -  209 So. Locust 
Visalia, CA  93279-0911 
Phone:  (559) 732-7938    

 

Application  
2009­2010 Water 

 
Owner:    Applicant / User: 

  

  

  

  

  

 

 Contact:  

Turnout #6   Telephone:  

    

 Previous Year Usage  110.5 af
  Available Entitlement ( 100 % declaration )  170 af
  USBR Friant Declaration  100 % Class 1, 5%  Class 2        

WATER ORDER: 

A.  Requested Entitlement Water Supply  
Quantity (Less than or equal to 170 af):       Acre Feet @   $ 180.00  $       

B.  Carryover Supply Quantity:    NA   Acre Feet @   (not available)  $    NA   
    Unused supply carried forward 
    from prior water year 

C.  Supplemental Requested Quantity:     Acre Feet @   (not available)  $    NA   

DELIVERY RELATED COSTS: 

D. Requested Water Supply  
Quantity     Acre Feet @  $ 42.00  $     

DEPOSIT BALANCE DUE:  (Please Add all figures in last column)      $    

This application is subject to the adopted Rules and Regulations for Water Deliveries.  
The total amount shown above as Deposit Balance Due must  be  paid   for  by  May  29,  2009  
in order to continue to receive water. 

Please sign and date this application for water and remit your check for the amount shown as 
Balance Due. 

Date:   , 2009  Signature:    
Date:   , 2009  Signature:    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT L 

       DRAINAGE PROBLEM AREA REPORT 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 



Attachment L is not applicable to the District.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

 

 

 

       ATTACHMENT M 

       DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL WATER  
       SERVICE CONTRACT 

       FIVE YEAR UPDATE 

       WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

       HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
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 AGRICULTURAL WATER SERVICE CONTRACT   
 
 HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
 
 
  
 

THIS CONTRACT is entered into on the           day of     

                         ,2009, between HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION 

DISTRICT, ("District"), an irrigation district organized under 

the provisions of Division 11 of the California Water Code, and 

the undersigned landowner in the District, Pelco Sales, Inc., as 

a California corporation (“Water User"), with respect to the 

following explanatory recitals: 

1. District has entered into an agreement ("Interim 

Renewal Contract Between the United States, The Department of 

Water Resources of the State of California and the Hills Valley 

Irrigation District Providing for Project Water Service") dated  

March       , 2009, by which the District is obligated to 

purchase up to 3,346 acre-feet of water per year, to be delivered 

at the Cross Valley Canal constructed and operated under 

agreement with the Kern County Water Agency ("KCWA").
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2. Atwell Island Water District has previously entered 

into a subagreement with the County of Tulare which has a similar 

agreement with the United States and the State of California by 

which Tulare County is obligated to purchase up to 5,308 acre-

feet of water per year, to be delivered at the Cross Valley 

Canal. 

3. Atwell Island Water District requested to reduce their  

rights and obligations under their subagreement with Tulare  

County and the District agreed to acquire certain of the rights 

originally requested by Atwell Island Water District under such 

subagreement.  Atwell Island Water District and the District have 

negotiated amendments to their subagreements with Tulare County 

with Atwell Island Water District’s contract amount decreasing 

the amount of water encompassed thereby from 2,963 acre-feet to 

50 acre-feet per year.  District has subcontracted with the 

County of Tulare for said 2,913 acre-feet per year. 

4. District and the County of Tulare are interested 

parties in and to an agreement, entitled "Memorandum of 

Understanding between Arvin-Edison Water Storage District and 

Public Agencies in Fresno and Tulare Counties for Exchange of 

Water," as amended by "Agreement Amending Memorandum of 

Understanding and Relating to the Assessment of Rights and 

Obligations Thereof," dated January 26, 1982, ("MOU").  The MOU 
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provides, among other things, for the exchange of water 

entitlement under the various Federal/State water service 

contracts in return for a specified amount of the water supply to 

be delivered out of the Friant-Kern Canal by the Arvin-Edison 

Water Storage District ("Arvin-Edison").  The MOU sets forth 

certain monetary obligations that must be fulfilled in certain 

years whether or not water is available out of the Friant-Kern 

Canal. 

5. The obligation and ability of Arvin-Edison to deliver 

such portion of its Friant-Kern Canal Water to District is 

contingent on a variety of factors and, as a result, the water 

supply available to Water User under this contract cannot be 

deemed a guaranteed supply. 

6. Water User desires to bear a defined portion of the 

charges to be paid by District, under the MOU, in return for the 

right to purchase certain of the water exchange rights available 

to District under the MOU. 

7. The District has also entered into a defined transfer 

agreement with the Lewis Creek Water District, whereby the 

District has acquired access to 672 acre-feet of water per year 

for a limited period of time. 

8. The land described in Exhibit "A" hereto is all the 

land owned by Water User in the District ("Water User's Lands"). 
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9. All of the lands in the District are not served by a 

water distribution system and therefore Water User may be solely 

responsible for transporting water from the delivery point at the 

Friant-Kern Canal to Water User's lands. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree: 

1.  DEFINITIONS 

District means Hills Valley Irrigation District. 

Board of Directors means the body of members duly elected 

or appointed as the Board of Directors of the Hills Valley 

Irrigation District. 

Water User means the person or entity owning land within 

the District that has executed this Agricultural Water Service 

Contract. 

Water Service Contract means this agreement for 

agricultural water service between District and Water User. 

Year means the twelve-month period from and including 

March 1 of each year through the last day of February of the next 

year. 

Water Service means the conditions of delivery of a supply 

of water as set forth herein. 

Agricultural Use means use of water primarily in the 

commercial production of agricultural crops or livestock.  Such 

use shall not include any human consumption of water. 

Water Charge means the charge in dollars per acre-foot 
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that Water User shall pay for each acre-foot of water delivered 

pursuant to this contract, or the MOU, or offered to Water User 

under the terms of this Contract, as determined by the Board of 

Directors. 

Water User's Lands shall mean the real property described 

in Exhibit "A" hereto by means of use of Assessor’s parcel 

numbers. 

Benefit Stand-By Charge means the charge in dollars that 

Water User shall pay annually with respect to each acre of Water 

User's Lands, as may be determined from time-to-time by the Board 

of Directors. 

Contract Amount of Water means the annual amount of water 

that the District has procured for the benefit of Water User 

under the terms and subject to the conditions of this Agreement. 

Original Water Supply means the water supply available to 

District from Arvin-Edison in exchange for District's water and 

capacity entitlement under the MOU and the Interim Renewal 

Contract (that is, the contract providing for up to 2,146 acre-

feet of water per year). 

Hope/Ducor Water Supply means the water supply available 

to District from Arvin-Edison in exchange for the water and 

capacity entitlement sought by Hope Water District and Ducor 

Irrigation District as recited above (that is, the additional 
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1,200 acre-feet per year to be added to the Federal/State Water 

Service Contract). 

County of Tulare Supply means the water supply available 

to District from Arvin-Edison in exchange for the water and Cross 

Valley Canal capacity assigned to District from the County of 

Tulare. 

 Interim Renewal Contract means the latest Interim Renewal 

Contract between the United States, the Department of Water 

Resources of the State of California and the Hills Valley 

Irrigation District, providing for Project Water Service which 

recognizes the water supply available to the District at 3,346 

acre-feet of water per year. 

2.  DELIVERY OF WATER 

(a) Water User shall be entitled to the first right of use 

of waters from the various District water supplies as follows: 

 (i) an undivided   54    /2,146 of the waters 

available to District from time to time from the Original 

Water Supply; and 

 (ii) an undivided   45    /1,200 of the waters 

available to District from time to time from the 

Hope/Ducor Water Supply as defined in the Interim Renewal 

Contract; and 

 (iii) an undivided   85    /2,913 of the waters 
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available to District from time to time from the County of 

Tulare Supply. 

 (iv) an undivided   24    /672 of the waters 

available to District from time to time from the Lewis 

Creek Water District. 

All such waters shall be delivered at the Friant-Kern Canal to 

the water distribution system serving Water User's Lands, and 

Water User shall use such waters for irrigation of only Water 

User's Lands. 

(b) District shall have the right to the use of all waste 

seepage and return flow water that escapes or is discharged 

beyond Water User's recovery facilities, if any, and nothing 

contained in this contract shall be construed as an abandonment 

or relinquishment by District of the right to the use of any such 

water. 

(c) At District's option, District may deliver water to 

the water distribution system serving Water User's lands only 

through a meter, which meter shall be located at the Friant-Kern 

Canal and shall be controlled by District.  Only District 

employees or agents shall operate turnout valves and other 

diversion mechanisms and said employees shall have full authority 

to stop water delivery to said water distribution system when the 

amounts of water available pursuant to this contract have been 
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delivered. 

(d) District will not be responsible for the control, 

carriage, handling, use, disposal, or distribution of water 

delivered to Water User hereunder outside the facilities then 

being operated and maintained by District.  Water User does 

hereby indemnify and shall assume the defense of and hold 

harmless the District and its officers, agents and employees from 

any and all loss, damage, liability, claims or causes of action 

of every nature whatsoever, for damage to or destruction of 

property, including the District's property, or for injury to or 

death of persons, in any manner arising out of or incidental to 

the control, carriage, handling, use, disposal, or distribution 

of water delivered outside such facilities. 

(e) The character and quality of water furnished hereunder 

may vary from time to time and District does not guarantee in any 

respect the character or quality of the water delivered pursuant 

to this contract.  If, at any time during the term hereof, 

District determines that such water as is available is not of a 

quality suitable for irrigation, the actions of District to 

deliver water under this contract may be suspended, such actions 

to resume when District determines that it is once again able to 

deliver water of suitable quality.  Any determination by District 

as to the suitability of the water for irrigation purposes shall 
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be final and conclusive.  Water User agrees and acknowledges that 

suspension of water delivery hereunder may not necessarily 

suspend District's exchange obligations pursuant to the MOU. 

(f) Water is furnished under this contract for 

agricultural purposes only.  Such water is in a raw, untreated 

condition and as a result is considered to be unfit for human 

consumption without treatment.  Water User agrees to use such 

water only for agricultural purposes. 

(g) District may temporarily discontinue or reduce the 

amount of water to be furnished to Water User as herein provided 

for the purpose of such investigation, inspection, maintenance, 

repair or replacement as may be reasonably necessary, of any of 

the delivery facilities constructed for the furnishing of water 

to Water User, but, so far as feasible, District will give Water 

User due notice in advance of such temporary discontinuance or 

reduction, except in case of emergency, in which case no notice 

need be given.  In no event shall any liability accrue against 

District or any of its officers, agents or employees, for any 

damage, direct or indirect, arising from such temporary 

discontinuance or reduction of water deliveries. 

(h) In the event of any suspension, discontinuance or 

reduction pursuant to paragraphs 2(e) or 2(g), District will, 

upon the resumption of service, to the extent it may be possible 
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to do so and within the ability of Water User to accept the same, 

deliver the quantity of water that would have been furnished to 

Water User in the absence of such event or contingency. 
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3.  WATER SERVICE 

Because of the characteristics of the water supply that 

will be acquired by the District under the MOU, the water supply 

cannot be deemed dependable and may be offered to the Water User 

at times which do not suit the convenience of the Water User.  

The acceptance of such water by Water User will be at the option 

of Water User, but the Water User's refusal of delivery will not 

excuse Water User's obligation to pay for any undelivered water. 

4.  TIME OF DELIVERY OF WATER 

Consistent with the availability of such water and giving 

consideration to requests for water service from all water users, 

District will schedule water deliveries and deliver water to 

Water User as nearly in accord with Water User's requests as is 

practicable and District's determination with regard to such 

scheduling of water deliveries shall be final and conclusive.  

District may require Water User, however, to make application for 

delivery of such water and may require compliance with 

reasonable, applicable rules and regulations promulgated by the 

Board of Directors. 

5.  VESTED RIGHT TO WATER/CAPACITY RIGHTS 

(a) Vested Rights Regarding Original Water Supply.  The 

parties acknowledge that prior to 1974, District was provided an 
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opportunity to participate in this Cross Valley Canal project 

administered by the Kern County Water Agency through agreement 

with Arvin-Edison.  At that time, District had no reliable source 

of water.  Under the Cross Valley Canal proposal, the District 

was to apply for and obtain a water service contract from the 

United States and the State of California, from the Sacramento 

Delta through the California Aqueduct, and ultimately to Arvin-

Edison through the Cross Valley Canal in Kern County.  In return 

and subject to Bureau of Reclamation approval, Arvin-Edison would 

make available to the District (and other participating districts 

and public entities) a portion of Arvin-Edison's entitlement to 

federal water from Millerton Lake delivered through the Friant-

Kern Canal. 

The parties further acknowledge that the District was then 

financially incapable of participating and otherwise unwilling to 

participate, in such project.  However, in order that Water User 

might nevertheless be able to obtain the benefits of this 

proposed arrangement, Water User (or Water User's predecessor in 

interest) and other District landowners contributed the funds 

necessary to participate in the Cross Valley Canal project.  In 

return and as a condition to the contribution of such funds and 

the acquisition of rights to water under the MOU, District and 

such landowners agreed that any and all water made available to 
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District and classified as Original Water Supply pursuant to the 

MOU (as may be from time to time amended) shall be made available 

pro rata first to such contributing landowners based on the 

contribution made by each such landowner. 

Pursuant to the foregoing, District acknowledges, ratifies 

and confirms that Water User is the owner of the exchange rights 

held nominally by District pursuant to the MOU, which percentage 

of rights is the same as that set forth in Paragraph 2(a)(i).  

Furthermore, District acknowledges, ratifies and confirms its 

agreement that a like percentage of all waters made available to 

District from time to time from the Original Water Supply shall 

be made available first to Water User and no such water shall be 

delivered to other landowners unless waters are refused by Water 

User, or unless Water User otherwise consents.  District agrees 

to take such actions as shall be necessary to insure that Water 

User obtains the benefit of the agreements referred to in this 

subparagraph (a).  Water User, as owner of such portion of the 

capacity in Cross Valley Canal, shall be entitled to such 

capacity rights and, subject to such obligations in connection 

therewith, regardless whether water is available under the 

Original Water Supply and regardless of the termination of the 

Federal/State Water Service Contract. 

This subparagraph (a) shall apply only if Water User is 
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entitled to a portion of the Original Water supply under 

Paragraph 2(a)(i). 

(b) Vested Rights Regarding Hope/Ducor Water Supply. 

 The parties similarly acknowledge that the District was 

given an opportunity to acquire the Hope/Ducor Water Supply, 

including the rights of Hope Water District and Ducor Irrigation 

District in and to the capacity of the Cross Valley Canal under 

the MOU.  District was then financially incapable of 

participating and otherwise unwilling to participate, in such 

acquisition.  In order that Water User might nevertheless be able 

to obtain the benefits of this proposed arrangement, Water User 

(or Water User’s predecessor in interest) and other District 

landowners contributed the funds necessary to participate in the 

acquisition of the Hope/Ducor Water Supply, including such 

capacity rights in the Cross Valley Canal.  In return and as a 

condition to the contribution of such funds and the acquisition 

of such capacity and contract rights, District and such 

landowners agreed that any and all waters made available to 

District from time to time from the Hope/Ducor Water Supply and 

the Cross Valley Canal capacity rights associated therewith, 

shall be made available pro-rata first to such contributing 

landowners based on the contributions made by each landowner. 

Pursuant to the foregoing, District acknowledges, ratifies 
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and confirms that Water User is the owner of a percentage of the 

Cross Valley Canal rights acquired from Hope Water District and 

Ducor Irrigation District, which percentage is the same as set 

forth in Paragraph 2(a)(ii). 

Furthermore, District acknowledges, ratifies and confirms 

that a like percentage of all waters made available to District 

from time to time pursuant to the Hope/Ducor Water Supply shall 

be made available first to Water User, before being offered to 

other landowners.  Water User shall be entitled to such waters 

and to such capacity in the Cross Valley Canal, as of right and 

of contract and no water shall be delivered to other landowners 

unless such waters are refused by Water User or Water User 

otherwise consents.  District agrees to take such actions as 

shall be necessary to insure that Water User obtains the benefits 

of the agreements referred to herein.  As assignee of such rights 

to such portion of the capacity of the Cross Valley Canal, Water 

User shall be entitled to such portion of such capacity and to 

the rights and obligations in connection therewith, regardless 

whether water is available under the Hope/Ducor Water Supply and 

regardless of the termination of the Federal/State Water Service 

Contract.  Anything to the contrary herein notwithstanding, Water 

User may sell, exchange, lease or otherwise transfer rights made 

available to Water User pursuant to this Contract with the prior 
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written consent of the Board of Directors. 

This subparagraph (b) shall apply only if Water User is 

entitled to a portion of the Hope/Ducor Water Supply under 

Paragraph 2(a)(ii). 

(c) Vested Rights Regarding County of Tulare Supply.  The 

parties similarly acknowledge that the District was given an 

opportunity to secure an assignment of the rights of Atwell 

Island Water District in and to the County of Tulare Supply, 

including the right to wheel such water through capacity in the 

Cross Valley Canal under the MOU.  District was then financially 

incapable of participating and otherwise unwilling to 

participate, in such acquisition.  In order that Water User and 

District might nevertheless be able to obtain the benefits of 

this proposed arrangement, Water User (or Water User's 

predecessor in interest) and other District landowners agreed to 

pay certain amounts for wheeling rights in the Cross Valley 

Canal.  In return, and as a condition to payment of said amounts, 

District and such landowners agreed that any and all waters made 

available to District from time to time from the County of Tulare 

Supply and the Cross Valley Canal wheeling rights associated 

therewith, shall be made available to such contributing 

landowners in the proportions set forth in Paragraph 2(a)(iii). 

Pursuant to the foregoing, District acknowledges, ratifies 
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and confirms that Water User is the assignee of a percentage of 

such wheeling rights in the capacity of County of Tulare in the 

Cross Valley Canal, which percentage is the same as that set 

forth in Paragraph 2(a)(iii). Furthermore, District acknowledges, 

ratifies and confirms that a like percentage of all waters made 

available to District from time to time pursuant to the County of 

Tulare Supply shall be made available first to Water User, before 

being offered to other landowners.  Water User shall be entitled 

to such waters and to such wheeling rights in the Cross Valley 

Canal, as of right and of contract and no water shall be 

delivered to other landowners unless such waters are refused by 

Water User or Water User otherwise consents.  District agrees to 

take such actions as shall be necessary to insure that Water User 

obtains the benefits of the agreements referred to herein.  As 

assignee of such wheeling rights, Water User shall be entitled to 

such rights and subject to such obligations in connection 

therewith, regardless of whether water is available from the 

County of Tulare Supply. 

This subparagraph (c) shall only apply if Water User is 

entitled to a portion of the County of Tulare Supply under 

Paragraph 2(a)(iii). 

(d) Vested Rights Regarding Lewis Creek Water District.  

The parties similarly acknowledge that the District was given an 
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opportunity to secure an assignment of the rights of Lewis Creek 

Water District in and to their Friant Division Class 1 Supply, 

including the right to wheel such water through capacity in the 

Friant-Kern Canal.  District was unwilling to participate in such 

acquisition.  In order that Water User and District might 

nevertheless be able to obtain the benefits of this proposed 

arrangement, Water User (or Water User's predecessor in interest) 

and other District landowners agreed to pay certain amounts for 

retirement of designated debt of Lewis Creek Water District.  In 

return, and as a condition to payment of said amounts, District 

and such landowners agreed that any and all waters made available 

to District from time to time from the Lewis Creek Water District 

shall be made available to such contributing landowners in the 

proportions set forth in Paragraph 2(a)(iv).  Pursuant to the 

foregoing, District acknowledges, ratifies and confirms that 

Water User is the assignee of a percentage of such rights in the 

Lewis Creek Water District agreement, which percentage is the 

same as that set forth in Paragraph 2(a)(iv).  Furthermore, 

District acknowledges, ratifies and confirms that a like 

percentage of all waters made available to District from time to 

time pursuant to the Lewis Creek Water District Supply shall be 

made available first to Water User, before being offered to other 

landowners.  Water User shall be entitled to such waters as of 
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right and of contract and no water shall be delivered to other 

landowners unless such waters are refused by Water User or Water 

User otherwise consents.  District agrees to take such actions as 

shall be necessary to insure that Water User obtains the benefits 

of the agreements referred to herein.  As assignee of such 

rights, Water User shall be entitled to such rights and subject 

to such obligations in connection therewith, regardless of 

whether water is available from the Lewis Creek Water District 

Supply. 

This subparagraph (d) shall only apply if Water User is 

entitled to a portion of the Lewis Creek Water District Supply 

under Paragraph 2(a)(iv). 

 

6.  PAYMENT FOR WATER 

(a) Water User shall pay such Water Charges and Stand-By 

Charges as may be imposed from time to time by the Board of 

Directors; provided, however, that the costs and expenses, 

including applicable costs and expenses under the MOU, applicable 

to the Original Water Supply and the County of Tulare Supply, 

shall be borne by the Water Users entitled to each such supply, 

respectively.  Water User understands and agrees that charges may 

be imposed and collected for water years in which little or no 

water is provided by District to Water User.  Water User 



 
 

20 

understands and acknowledges that (s)he must pay such charges 

under those circumstances because expenses of the District, 

including substantial payments under the MOU, are incurred in 

water years even though no water may be available to the 

District.  Water User further agrees and acknowledges that Water 

User must pay any and all charges levied by the District for 

service to Water User's land in the event that any tenant, agent 

or representative of the Water User fails to do so, any contract 

or agreement to the contrary notwithstanding.  Payment shall be 

made at or before the delinquency date set forth in District's 

invoice to Water User (which delinquency date shall be not less 

that 15 days after the date the invoice is mailed). 

(b) The charges provided for herein are authorized by 

Sections 22280 and following of the California Water Code.  

Nothing contained herein shall limit the power of District to 

levy other charges or assessments from time to time, as provided 

in said Water Code and to collect such amounts as may be found 

necessary by District to meet its financial requirements. 

(c) No water will be delivered to Water User if such Water 

User is delinquent in the payment of any charges under this 

contract or any other charges or assessments levied as permitted 

by law. 

(d) In the event that any charge hereunder or any 
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obligation of Water User arising from this contract becomes 

delinquent, then it shall bear interest, at the lesser of twelve 

percent (12%) or the maximum permitted by law, be subject to 

penalty and shall become a lien on Water User's Lands.  

Furthermore, in the event District engages counsel to collect any 

delinquent amounts, Water User shall pay all costs of collection 

including reasonable counsel fee and costs. 

 

7.  NOTICE 

Any notice or announcement which the provisions hereof 

contemplate shall be given to one of the parties hereto by the 

other, shall be deemed to have been given if deposited in the 

United States mail, on the part of District in a postage-prepaid 

envelope addressed to Water User at Water User's most recent 

address on the books of the District and on the part of Water 

User to District at the address shown below its signature line, 

or such other address as from time to time may be designated by 

written notice from one party to the other; Provided, however, 

that this article shall not preclude the effective service of any 

such notice or announcement by personal delivery or other means. 

 

8.  TERM OF CONTRACT 

This contract shall be effective on the date appearing on page 1 
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and shall remain in effect for fifty (50) years or until 

expiration or earlier termination of a water supply contract or 

the MOU (as may be amended, renewed or extended), whichever 

occurs first.  This contract may be otherwise amended, renewed or 

extended on terms and conditions mutually agreeable to the 

parties. 
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9.  LIEN AND AGREEMENT 

(a) The parties to this Contract do hereby declare that:  

the water to be furnished under this agreement and the right to 

such water, are intended to form a part of the appurtenances to 

Water User's Lands described in Exhibit "A" to this Contract; 

such water and right to water are of direct benefit to Water 

User's Lands; the covenants of Water User to pay for said water 

and for said right to water and other obligations of Water User 

under this contract, shall run with and bind Water User's Lands. 

Water User does hereby expressly create a lien upon Water User's 

Lands to secure the obligations of Water User under this 

contract, which lien shall bind Water User's Lands despite any 

transfer, hypothecation, or alienation thereof. 

(b) The provisions of this Contract shall apply to and 

bind the successors and assigns of the parties hereto; and 

nothing in this Contract shall be construed as affecting in any 

manner Water User's right to transfer or assign ownership of 

Water User's Lands, subject however, to the lien and obligations 

herein established.  Provided, however, that Water User may 

assign his rights and obligations hereunder, or any part thereof, 

only to another landowner within the District and only for 

irrigation of such landowner's lands within District and 

furthermore only after written permission of District, including 
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terms and conditions of the assignment acceptable to District, is 

first had and obtained.  District shall, in addition to any other 

terms and conditions, require that the new landowner execute a 

new agricultural water service contract with respect to such 

landowner's land, which agreement shall be likewise recorded with 

the appropriate county recorder. 

10.  COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, CONTRACTS AND REGULATIONS 

Water User shall comply with the applicable provisions of 

the Reclamation Act of June 17, 1962, and the Reclamation Reform 

Act of 1982, and all future acts amendatory thereof or 

supplementary thereto and with District's Interim Renewal 

Contract together with any amendments thereto and such other 

lawful contracts as District may execute with the United States 

and/or the State of California, Provided, however, that if Water 

User, at any time during the term of this contract, does not 

comply, District's obligations to deliver water to Water User 

under this contract shall be suspended for as long a period of 

time as Water User remains in noncompliance, but all other 

provisions of this contract, including the obligation of Water 

User to pay Water Charges and/or Stand-By Charges, shall continue 

in full force and effect.  Water User acknowledges and agrees 

that District may, in the discretion of the Board of Directors, 

elect to be covered by the discretionary provisions of the 
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Reclamation Reform Act of 1982. 

 11.  GENERAL 

(a) Any waiver or claim of waiver at any time by either 

party to this contract of its rights with respect to a default, 

or any other matter arising in connection with this contract, 

shall not be deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent 

default or matter. 

(b) Nothing contained in this contract shall be construed 

as in any manner abridging, limiting, or depriving District of 

any means of enforcing any remedy, either in law or in equity, 

for the breach of any of the provisions hereof which it would 

otherwise have. 

(c) Where the terms of this contract provide for action to 

be based upon the opinion or determination of either party to 

this contract, whether or not stated to be conclusive, said terms 

shall not be construed as permitting such action to be predicated 

upon arbitrary, capricious or unreasonable opinions or 

determinations, and all such actions shall be taken in good 

faith. 

(d) This contract or a memorandum hereof may be recorded 

by either party. 

(e) Captions accompanying sections of this contract are 

for convenience of reference and do not form a part of this 
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contract. 
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HILLS VALLEY IRRIGATION  
DISTRICT 

 
 
 
_________________________ By:  
 Date of Execution President 
 
 

By:   
 Secretary 

 
 
 
P. O. Box 911 
Visalia, CA  93279-0911 
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WATER USER 
 
 Pelco Sales, Inc. 
 
 
_________________________ By:       
 Date of Execution            
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

LANDS OWNED WITHIN DISTRICT BOUNDARIES 
 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers Acres 
 
185-112-20S 56.87 
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EXHIBIT “B” 
 

WATER ENTITLEMENT DISTRIBUTION 
 

Entitlement Holder Original Hope/Ducor Tulare County Lewis Creek 

Otis Booth Living Trust 200 80 1,600   

Loren Booth 215 520   336 

Stephanie Booth - Murray 200       

Robert V. Brumm 10       

Cabot/Corrin Ag, LLC 50   642 83 

Calarco, Inc.     170 20 

Eric & Kim Christensen     14 2 

Larry & Dorothy Edwards    240   29 

Jose A. Gutierrez 6       

Mission AG, LLC 66 55 105 27 

Thomas C. Mulholland 120       

Charlotte Pavelko 80       

Pelco Sales, Inc. 54 45 85 22 

ROHO 160       

Donald A. Schroeder 160 160   124 

Schroeder/Reidell 425   297   

Mountain View Citrus, LLC 160       

Douglas Singer   100     

VCPG Ranch Partners, LP 240   29 
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	3. Current year Urban Distribution System
	4. Storage facilities (tanks, reservoirs, regulating reservoirs)
	5. Outflow locations and measurement methods (Agricultural only)
	Provide this information in Section 2 F.
	6. Description of the agricultural spill recovery system
	7. Agricultural delivery system operation (check all that apply)
	8. Restrictions on water source(s)
	9. Proposed changes or additions to facilities and operations for the next 5 years
	C. Topography and Soils

	1. Topography of the district and its impact on water operations and management
	2. District soil association map (Agricultural only)
	3. Agricultural limitations resulting from soil problems (Agricultural only)
	D. Climate

	1. General climate of the district service area
	2. Impact of microclimates on water management within the service area
	Demand exists for water during the winter months for frost protection purposes.  This demand is independent of the evapotranspiration demand.
	E. Natural and Cultural Resources

	1. Natural resource areas within the service area
	2. Description of district management of these resources in the past or present
	3. Recreational and/or cultural resources areas within the service area
	F. Operating Rules and Regulations

	1. Operating rules and regulations
	2. Water allocation policy (Agricultural only)
	3. Official and actual lead times necessary for water orders and shut-off (Agricultural only)
	4. Policies regarding return flows (surface and subsurface drainage from farms) and outflow (Agricultural only)
	5. Policies on water transfers by the district and its customers 
	G. Water Measurement, Pricing, and Billing


	1. Agricultural Customers
	a. Number of farms    17 
	b. Number of delivery points (turnouts and connections)    34 
	c. Number of delivery points serving more than one farm      0 
	d. Number of measured delivery points (meters and measurement devices)     34 
	e. Percentage of delivered water that was measured at a delivery point     99 
	f. Delivery point measurement device table (Agricultural only)

	2. Urban Customers
	a. Total number of connections   
	b. Total number of metered connections   
	c. Total number of connections not billed by quantity   
	d. Percentage of water that was measured at delivery point   
	e. Percentage of delivered water that was billed by quantity     
	f. Measurement device table

	3. Agriculture and Urban Customers
	a. Current year agriculture and /or urban water charges - including rate structures and billing frequency
	b. Annual charges collected from customers (current year data)
	c. Water-use data accounting procedures
	H. Water Shortage Allocation Policies

	1. Current year water shortage policies or shortage response plan - specifying how reduced water supplies are allocated
	2. Current year policies that address wasteful use of water and enforcement methods


	Section 2:  Inventory of Water Resources
	A. Surface Water Supply
	1. Acre-foot amounts of surface water delivered to the water purveyor by each of the purveyor’s sources
	2. Amount of water delivered to the district by each of the district sources for the last 10 years
	B. Ground Water Supply

	1. Acre-foot amounts of ground water pumped and delivered by the district
	2. Ground water basin(s) that underlies the service area
	3. Map of district-operated wells and managed ground water recharge areas
	4. Description of conjunctive use of surface and ground water
	5. Ground Water Management Plan
	6. Ground Water Banking Plan
	C. Other Water Supplies

	1. “Other” water used as part of the water supply
	D. Source Water Quality Monitoring Practices

	1. Potable Water Quality (Urban only)
	2. Agricultural water quality concerns: Yes    No  (  
	3. Description of the agricultural water quality testing program and the role of each participant, including the district, in the program
	4. Current water quality monitoring programs for surface water by source (Agricultural only)
	E.  Water Uses within the District

	1. Agricultural
	2. Types of irrigation systems used for each crop in current year
	4. Urban Wastewater Collection/Treatment Systems serving the service area – current year
	5. Ground water recharge/management in current year (Table 6)
	6. Transfers and exchanges into or out of the service area in current year (Table 6)
	7. Trades, wheeling, wet/dry year exchanges, banking or other transactions in current year (Table 6)
	8. Other uses of water in current year
	F. Outflow from the District (Agricultural only)

	1. Surface and subsurface drain/outflow in current year
	2. Description of the Outflow (surface and subsurface) water quality testing program and the role of each participant in the program
	3. Outflow (surface drainage & spill) Quality Testing Program 
	Not Applicable
	Outflow (subsurface drainage) Quality Testing Program 
	G. Water Accounting (Inventory)

	1. Water Supplies Quantified
	2. Water Used Quantified
	H. Assess Quantifiable Objectives:



	Section 3: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Agricultural Contractors
	A. Critical Agricultural BMPs
	1. Measure the volume of water delivered by the district to each turnout with devices that are operated and maintained to a reasonable degree of accuracy, under most conditions, to +/- 6%
	2. Designate a water conservation coordinator to develop and implement the Plan and develop progress reports
	3. Provide or support the availability of water management services to water users
	See Attachment J, Notices of District Education Programs and Services Available to Customers.

	a. On-Farm Evaluations
	1) On farm irrigation and drainage system evaluations using a mobile lab type assessment
	2) Timely field and crop-specific water delivery information to the water user

	b. Real-time and normal irrigation scheduling and crop ET information
	c. Surface, ground, and drainage water quantity and quality data provided to water users
	d. Agricultural water management educational programs and materials for farmers, staff, and the public
	e. other
	4. Pricing structure - based at least in part on quantity delivered
	5. Evaluate and describe the need for changes in policies of the institutions to which the district is subject
	6. Evaluate and improve efficiencies of district pumps
	The District has pumps checked by an independent testing service on an annual schedule.  Units below target operating efficiencies are either repaired or replaced.  Three (3) pumping units were tested during the subject year, with one (1) pump being repaired.B. Exemptible BMPs for Agricultural Contractors

	1. Facilitate alternative land use
	2. Facilitate use of available recycled urban wastewater that otherwise would not be used beneficially, meets all health and safety criteria, and does not cause harm to crops or soils.
	3. Facilitate the financing of capital improvements for on-farm irrigation systems
	4. Incentive pricing
	5. a) Line or pipe ditches and canals
	b) Construct regulatory reservoirs
	6. Increase flexibility in water ordering by, and delivery to, water users
	7. Construct and operate district spill and tailwater recovery systems
	8. Plan to measure outflow. 

	9. Optimize conjunctive use of surface and ground water
	10. Automate canal structures
	11. Facilitate or promote water customer pump testing and evaluation
	1Included in regional groundwater management plan and related annual reports.
	C. Provide a 3-Year Budget for Implementing BMPs

	1. Amount actually spent during current year.
	2. Projected budget summary for the next year.
	3. Projected budget summary for 3rd year.


	Section 4: Best Management Practices for Urban Contractors  
	A.  Urban BMPs
	1. Utilities Operations
	1.1 Operations Practices
	1.2 Pricing
	1.3 Metering
	1.4 Water Loss Control
	2. Education
	2.1 Public Information Programs
	2.2 School Education
	3. Residential
	4. CII
	5. Landscape 
	B.  Provide a 3-Year Budget for Expenditures and Staff Effort for BMPs

	1. Utilities Operations
	1.1 Operations Practices $0 0
	1.2 Pricing $0 0
	1.3 Metering $0 0
	1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
	2. Education
	2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0
	2.2 School Education $0 0
	3. Residential $0 0
	4. CII  $0 0
	5. Landscape  $0 0
	2. Projected budget summary for 2nd year.
	1. Utilities Operations
	1.1 Operations Practices $0 0
	1.2 Pricing $0 0
	1.3 Metering $0 0
	1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
	2. Education
	2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0
	2.2 School Education $0 0
	3. Residential $0 0
	4. CII  $0 0
	5. Landscape  $0 0
	3. Projected budget summary for 3rd year.
	1. Utilities Operations
	1.1 Operations Practices $0 0
	1.2 Pricing $0 0
	1.3 Metering $0 0
	1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
	2. Education
	2.1 Public Information Programs $0 0
	2.2 School Education $0 0
	3. Residential $0 0
	4. CII  $0 0
	5. Landscape  $0 0





